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THE  NEGRO: 
WHAT  IS  HIS  ETHNOLOGICAL  STATUS? 


IS  H£  THE  PROGENY  OF  HAM?    IS  HE  A  DESCENDANT 
OF  ADAM  AND  EVE?    HAS  HE  A  SOUL?   OR  IS  HE  A 
BEAST  IN  GOD'S  NOMENCLATURE  ?  WHAT 
IS  HIS  STATUS  AS  FIXED  BY  GOD  IN 
CREATION  ?   WHAT  IS  HIS  RELA- 
TION TO  THE  WHITE  RACE  ? 


Enlarged,  with  a  "Review  of  his  1Zeviewei*s,  exhibiting 
the  Learning  of  "  the  Z,earned." 


ft 


By  ARIEL. 


'Truth,  though  sometimes  slow  m  its  power,  is  like  itself,  always  consistent;  and 
like  its  AUTHOR,  will  always  be  triumphant. 
The  Bible  is  true." 


CINCINNATI: 

PUBLISHED   FOR   THE  PROPRIETOR. 
1872. 

r Copyright  secured  according  to  Law.] 


CAUTION. 


READER,  do  you  believe  in  God,  in  Moses,  in  the  prophets,  and  in 
the  Psalms?  Do  you  believe  in  Jesus  Christ,  and  in  His  evangel- 
ists and  apostles  ?  You  had  better  pause  before  you  give  the  answer. 
The  Jews,  in  the  days  of  our  Savior,  would  have  affirmed  that  they 
believed  in  God,  and  in  Moses  and  the  prophets,  yet  they  persecuted, 
imprisoned  and  murdered  Him  of  whom  God  did  testify,  and  of  whom 
Moses  and  the  prophets  did  write.  Your  faith  may  be  like  this,  for  not 
one  in  a  million,  perhaps,  of  the  "professed  Christians"  of  this  day 
believes  God,  or  His  Son  Jesus  Christ,  and  that  they  mean  what  they 
said.  You  may  be  in  the  same  category,  and  unless  you  accept  God  at 
His  word,  and  with  full  purpose  of  heart  to  walk  in  accordance  with 
His  word,  you  had  letter  not  read  this  Book.  They  who  know  God's  will 
and  do  it  not,  shall  be  beaten  with  many  stripes,  while  ignorance  may 
excuse  you  to  some  extent.  God  will  make  you  lace  the  music  of  Hig 
truth  without  the  privilege  of  slurring  a  single  note.  Not  one  jot  or 
tittle  of  all  that  He  has  said  shall  fail,  all  will  be  accomplished. 

But  you  ask,  have  all  our  "  learned  men,"  all  our  "  good  men  "  been 
wrong  for  so  many  centuries,  and  are  we  all  still  wrong — has  the  world 
been  all  wrong  and  still  wrong,  and  you — you  right?  Very  good  ques- 
tions, and  which  you  can  and  will  answer  to  yourself  and  to  your  God 
after  you  have  read  this  book,  and  in  a  way,  too,  that  you  little  expect 
now.  Look  at  the  ".good  and  learned  men"  and  Galileo  some  two 
hundred  and  forty  years  ago,  and  learn  a  lesson  in  advance,  before  you 
peruse  a  page  of  this  book.  God  speaks  to  you  by  His  Word,  and 
will  be  obeyed. 


THE  NEGRO. 


What  is  his  Ethnological  Status?  Is  he  the  progeny  oj 
Ham  ?  Is  he  a  descendant  of  Adam  and  Eve  ?  Has  he 
a  soul?  or  is  he  a  Beast,  in  God's  nomenclature?  What 
is  his  Status  as  fixed  by  God  in  creation  ?  What  is  his 
relation  to  the  White  race  ? 


ENLARGED,  WITH   A   REVIEW  OP  HIS    REVIEWERS,  EXHIBITING  THE 
LEARNING  OF  "THE  LEARNED." 

m 

BY  AEIEL. 


We  published,  not  long  since,  a  little  work  on  the  Ethnological 
Status  of  the  Negro,  or  Black  man,  as  fixed  by  God,  Not  on 
his  status  as  fixed  by  man,  whether  learned  or  otherwise,  but  on 
his  status  fixed  by  God,  when  he  created  the  heavens  and  the 
earth.  We  did  this  over  a  fictitious  signature.  To  a  few  per- 
sonal friends  we  imparted  our  name,  but  gave  neither  our  permis- 
sion to  impart  it  to  others  or  to  the  public,  *and  we  trust  our 
obscurity  will  be  respected.  Had  personal  vanity  or  love  of 
popular  regard  formed  any  motive  in  our  mind  for  its  publication, 
we  would  have  written  our  own  proper  signature.  But  no  such 
influence  had  the  least  weight  or  consideration  with  us  in  giving 
to  the  public  that  little  work.  Truth,  God's  truth,  and  our  love 
for  it,  alone  caused  us  to  make  that  publication.  It  has  been 
read  by  many  in  this  country  and  in  Europe.  The  demand  for 
it  still  continues.  To  meet  this  demand  we  have  determined  to 
issue  a  new  edition,  much  enlarged,  and  rendering  the  work 
Biblically  more  perfect.  We  intend  to  publish,  likewise,  another 
work  on  its  kindred  subject,  "  The  White  Man,"."  that  he  is  the 
son  of  God,"  "that  he  alone  will  have  or  can  have  eternal  life 
beyond  the  grave."  This  work  is  also  now  nearly  ready  for  the 
press,  and  will  soon  be  before  the  public. 

On  the  first  appearance  of  Ariel,  it  at  once  took  firm  hold  on 
the  public  mind  wherever  it  was  read,  whether  in  this  country  or 
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Europe.  It  has  received  the  endorsement  of  many  of  the  most 
learned  men  North  and  South  in  and  out  of  the  pulpit  of  this 
country,  in  England,  France,  and  Germany,  as  settling  Biblically 
the  question  of  the  negro  or  black  man's  status  as  belonging  to 
the  animal  or  brute  creation.  Its  positions  were  startling.  Its 
Biblical  array  of  facts  unanswerable.  The  received  opinions  of 
the  world  for  twenty-five  centuries  on  this  subject,  were  uprooted 
and  shown  to  be  erroneous,  not  by  Ariel's  superior  learning,  but 
by  God's  truth,  truth  as  old  as  the  world,  but  strangely  over- 
looked by  the  good  and  learned  of  the  present  and  past  ages. 
Ariel  called  them  up,  and  it  is  their  truth,  not  Ariel's  argument, 
which  has  so  startled  the  mind  wherever  the  book  was  read.  The 
mind,  the  opinion  of  the  world,  religious,  or  other,  had  accepted 
as  true,  from  the  days  of  Nebuchadnezzar  down  to  the  present 
time,  that  the  negro,  or  black  man,  was  the  descendant  of  Adam 
and  Eve  in  some  way.  The  way  or  manner  in  which  this  relation- 
ship was  brought  about,  whether  by  the  curse  of  Noah,  or  his  son 
Ham,  or  grandson  Canaan,  or  by  Cush,  without  any  curse,  or  by 
climate,  they  could  not  agree  ;  but  all  claiming  the  negro  to  have 
been  produced  by  the  one  or  the  other,  or  from  one  or  the  other 
of  these  sources.  But  while  thus  differing  as  to  the  cause  or 
source  "  whence  the  negro,"  they  fully  agreed  that  one  or  the 
other  of  these  did  produce  the  negro,  and  that,  whatever  the  source 
might  be,  he  was  to  ail  intents  and  purposes  the  descendant  of 
Adam  and  Eve,  and,  therefore,  the  social,  political  and  religious 
equal  of  the  white  man,  in  fact,  his  brother.  Such  were  the 
opinions  of  the  learned  world  from  the  days  of  Nebuchadnezzar, 
with  a  short  interruption  on  the  introduction  of  Christianity  by 
Christ  and  his  apostles,  when  the  truth  was  practically  enforced 
and  preached  by  them,  that  the  negro  was,  in  fact,  neither  more 
nor  less  than  an  animal,  and  belonged  to  the  beast  creation. 
Christianity  became  corrupted,  and  men  fell  back  on  the  current 
opinion  previously  existing,  and  which  has  remained  to  this 
day,  accepted  in  and  out  of  the  pulpit,  that  the  negro  was  the 
offspring  of  Adam  and  Eve.  One  curiosity  about  this  opinion 
is  this  :  that  whether  the  negro  was  produced  from  Noah's  curse, 
or  from  climate,  yet  they  concur  that  it  was  from  Ham,  and  not 
from  either  Shem  or  Japheth.  Why,  or  how  the  climate  should 
have  made  that  distinction  between  the  three  brothers,  or  could 
have  made  any  distinction  at  all  in  their  three  families,  seems 
never  to  have  occurred  to  any  of  these  climatologists.  But  such 
are  their  views,  and  that  neither  Shem  or  Japheth  are  responsible 
for  the  presence  of  the  negro  on  earth,  a  proposition  two-thirds 
true,  and  only  two-thirds  true,  and  yet  wholly  false.  Becently, 
however,  another  theory  has  been  put  forth  by  Professor  Agassiz 
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and  others,  of  different  creations  of  man  at  long  intervals  running 
through  imaginary  millions  of  years  of  the  existence  of  the 
earth  ;  and  by  others,  of  deferent  centers  of  creation  on  this 
earth,  suited  to  the*various  zones,  and  by  which  they  would  have 
us  believe,  each  had  the  created  man  suited  to  the  climate ;  and 
in  this  way  accounting  for  all  the  different  colors  of  the  genus 
man.  These  two  last  opinions  have  less  reason  and  common 
sense  to  sustain  them  than  the  others,  if  the  word  less  can  be 
applied  to  nothing. 

It  is  but  just  for  us  to  admit  that  we  were  raised  and  educated 
by  honest  and  intelligent  parents  to  believe  that  the  negro  was 
a  descendant  of  Ham,  and  made  such  by  Noah's  curse,  and  con- 
sequently our  equal — brother.  None  of  our  readers,  we  venture 
to  affirm,  were  more  startled  at  the  positions  taken  in  that  work, 
than  was  the  writer,  when  on  the  6th  July,  1840,  its  truths  first 
flashed  on  his  mind,  that  the  negro  ivas  not  a  descendant  of 
„  Ham — was  not  a  son  of  Adam  and  Eve.  This  enables  us  to 
apologize  and  bear  with  those  who,  while  admitting  that  Ariel 
can  not  be  answered  from  the  Bible,  yet  refuse  to  accept  the  con- 
clusion that  the  negro  is  but  a  beast,  endowed  by  God  with 
mind  and  speech.  If  we,  who  had  -given  so  much  time  to  learn- 
ing this  world's  history,  leaving  no  scrap  unread  from  remotest 
antiquity,  should  be  so  shocked  at  what  we  then  learned  for  the 
first  time,  what  must  be  the  effect  on  the  vast  majority  of  our 
readers,  whose  previous  information  was  limited  to  the  instruc- 
tion of  honest,  but  ignorant  parents  or  preachers,  telling  them 
that  while  and  black  were  all  of  one  common  parentage,  but 
now  told  for  the  first  time,  with  the  authority  of  God's  Word, 
that  the  negro  was  not  a  human  being,  but  a  beast — and  that 
the  mulatto  was  never  created  by  God,  but  the  offspring  of 
man's  corruption ,  and  less  and  worse  than  even  a  brute.  We 
saw  that  the  shock  would  be  startling,  and  that  many  would 
even  refuse  to  read  the  work,  or  examine  its  Bible  truths,  even 
if  they  possessed  the  proper  knowledge  of  the  original  languages 
in  which  God's  Word  had  been  written.  That  we  were  thus  alone 
in  this,  was  absolutely  shown  by  the  numerous  letters  we  re- 
ceived from  men  of  the  greatest  learning  in  the  United  States, 
North  and  South,  England,  France,  etc.,  after  the  work  had  been 
read,  in  which  occur  expressions  like  these  : 

"  The  views  are  startling,  yet  the  work  can  not  be  answered 
by  any  believer  of  the  Bible."  "  It  amazes  us  that  such  should 
be  so  plainly  true,  and  yet  have  escaped  the  notice  of  all  the 
world  for  so  many  centuries."  "  The  work  is  unanswerable  by 
any  scholar  who  believes  in  the  truth  of  God's  Word,  but  we  are 
afraid  to  say  so  publicly,  you  must  give  your  readers  time  to 
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breathe  a  moment,  after  they  recover  from  their  astonishment, 
before  they  can  venture  to  defend  it  publicly  from  the  pulpit  and 
from  the  press."  "  It  is  the  most,  startling  work  ever  printed 
in  the  English  language.  Everybody  here  h*as  read  it,  and  the 
first  words  on  meeting  a  friend  are,  Have  you  read  Ariel  ?  Yes. 
Well,  what  do  you  think  of  it  ?  which  is  answered  by  returning 
the  question,  what  do  you  think  of  it?  Is  it  not  powerful? 
Can  it  be  true?  Can  any  man  answer  it?  Have  you  heard 
what  such  and  such  men  (referring  to  D.D.s)  think  of  it?  And 
thus  you  see,  Mr.  Ariel,  each  is  afraid  to  express  his  own  opinion 
about  it,  but  wishes  to  get  his  neighbor's  first,  and  thus  you  see 
the  work  is  so  startling  that  it  has  made  cowards  of  all.  All  are 
free  to  say  that  they  do  not  see  how  it  can  be  answered  either 
from  the  Bible  or  history.  But  we  know  you  can  elaborate  it ; 
everybody  wishes  you  to  do  so — will  you  not  ?  If  you  will, 
when  that  comes  out  our  minds  will  feel  cowardice  no  longer, 
but  then  everybody  will  speak  out ;  you  need  not  fear  but  you 
will  carry  the  whole  world  with  you,"  &c.  Eeader,  we  could 
fill  twenty  pages  with  just  such  extracts  from  hundreds  of  letters 
which  we  have  received  from  Professors  and  Presidents  of 
colleges  and  universities,  and  from  learned  men  in  and  out  of 
the  pulpit,  and  frequently  accompanied  by  such  a  remark  as  this  : 
"If  it  were  known  that  I  entertained  now  such  opinions,  it 
would  cost  me  my  place,"  "  my  position."  The  poor  Esaus  yet 
live,  and  alone  Ariel  has  to  confront  the  received  opinions 
of  the  religious  and  learned  world  of  the  past  twenty -five  cen- 
turies. But  not  alone  ;  God  is  with  him,  God's  truth  shall  guide, 
God's  truth  will  triumph  ;  and  come  what  will,  sink  or  swim, 
live  or  die,  by  it  we  will  stand  till  death  stands  victor  over  our 
mortal  body.  Our  blessed  Savior  had  but  one  learned  Jew  to 
acknowledge  him,  and  he  was  so  great  a  coward  that  he  came  by 
night.  St.  Paul  had  but  one  learned  Greek  in  the  Athenian 
Areopagus,  and  we  have  their  examples,  but  their  fate  will  not 
deter  us  from  following  where  God's  truth  may  lead.  But  their 
letters  are  safe ;  they  will  never  see  light  nor  be  scanned  over  by 
other  eyes  than  Ariel's. 

But  Ariel  has  been  "  replied  to,"  "reviewed"  by  gentlemen 
of  learning  and  ability,  differing  honestly  with  his  conclusions, 
who  have  stated  fairly  and  honorably  their  honest  objections  to 
his  positions  Biblically,  historically  and  argumentatively.  For 
these  he  entertains  the  Christian  respect  due  from  one  gentleman 
vo  another.  But  inasmuch  as  their  objections,  as  they  appear  to 
us,  seem  to  be  predicated  upon  a  want,  on  their  part,  of  proper  at- 
tention to  the  exact  language,  and  the  exact  facts,  as  stated  in 
God's  Word,  a  fault  very'general,  at  least  too  much  so,  among 
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modern  Biblical  scholars,  they  will  be  best  answered  by  the  state- 
ment of  Biblical  facts  and  arguments  to  be  found  in  this  extension 
of  our  work,  when  we  take  up  "  The  Negro,  or  Black  man." 

But  there  is  another  class  of  writers  who  have  "assailed" 
Ariel,  who  will  share  another  fate.  These  writers,  whose  works 
have  fallen  under  our  eye,  are  very  numerous,  covering  from  22  to 
108  pages  pamphlet  form,  besides  "quarterlies,"  "monthlies" 
and  "  weeklies  "  of  the  political  and  religious  papers  of  the  day. 
The  ire,  the  supercilious  arrogance,  the  contempt,  self-sufficiency, 
pride  and  vanity  of  those,  they  have  mistaken  for  arguments. 
Like  all  half-educated  men,  or  badly  educated  men,  they  seem  to 
think  that  the  mere  array  of  their  titles,  such  as  D.D.,  and  LL.D., 
and  Rev.,  accompanied  by  high  sounding  titles  to  their  works,  as 
"A  Reply  to  Ariel,"  with  a  little  Scotch  Poetry,  "A  Complete 
Answer  to  Ariel,"  "Ariel  Refuted,"  and  some  English  Poetry, 
"  Complete  Refutation  of  Ariel/'  "  Criticisms,  "  &c.  These  gen- 
tlemen seem  to  have  mistaken  "the  titles"  for  accomplished 
facts,  and  their  own  vanity  for  arguments,  and  that  it  is  sufficient 
for  tKeir  readers  to  know  that  such  learned  men,  with  such  long 
tails  to  their  names,  had  said  Ariel  is  i'jigftpratot,"  "knows  noth- 
ing of  grammar,"  "  nothing  of  history,"  "  nothing  of  the  Bible," 
"nothing  of  the  great  naturalists  of  the  day,"  that  he  is  an 
"infidel,"  "atheist,"  "deranged,"  "madman,"  "fool,"  "con- 
temptible," "impudent,"  a  writer  of  "  tomfoolery,"  "of  balder- 
dash," "  of  catch-penny  pamphlets,"  and  that  they  (the  readers) 
must  regard  these  denunciations  as  a  "reply,"  "complete 
answer,"  and  that  Ariel  is  "refuted,"  and  that  they  have  the 
"  Scotch  and  English  poetry  "  thrown  in  "to  boot."  They  may 
have  some  readers  whose  mental  and  moral  endowments  such 
arguments  may  satisfy,  but  we  doubt  it.  If  Ariel  was  thus  un- 
worthy, could  not  the  readers  have  seen  it  as  well  as  they,  and 
have  saved  their  gentlemanly,  if  not  their  Christian  character 
by  not  publishing  such  "replies"  or  "refutations?"  Ariel 
admits  without  mental  reservation  that  he  is  "  ignorant,"  and 
that  he  should  have  known  more  ;  and  what  little  he  does  know, 
that  he  perhaps  ought  to  know  it  better.  But  he  doubts  the 
moral,  intellectual  and  literary  attainments  of  such  writers,  to 
teach  him  or  any  one  else  anything  worthy  the  time  and  labor 
spent  for  its  acquirement.  If  such  denunciations  are  "  complete 
replies"  to  Ariel,  we  should  be  at  a  loss  to  decide  which  was  in 
the  most  pitiable  condition,  the  writers  or  readers.  If  Ariel's 
book  be  such  as  these  men  describe,  is  it  not  strange  it  should 
have  provoked  "reviewers"  all  over  the  country,  from  Maine  to 
California,  and  that  too  by  the  scores,  if  not  hundreds?  Is  it 
common  to  find  a  mass  of  clubs  around  a  tree  of  worthless  fruit 
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in  an  orchard,  the  frffit  of  which  is  so  wretchedly  bad  as  these 
men  have  pnt  around  Ariel  ?  The  children  were  not  such  fools 
when  we  were  a  boy. 

Before  resuming  our  continuation  of  "The  Negro,"  it  is  our 
intention  to  review  our  reviewers.  We  mean  those  of  them  last 
described,  that  our  readers  may  see  the  "  learning 99  of  the  learned, 
and  the  composition  of  many  of  the  D.D.s  and  LL.D.s  of  modern 
manufacture,  and  of  what  slim  materials  they  are  now  composed. 
But  we  may  be  asked,  why  review  them  ?  What  advantage  can 
come  of  showing  their  want  of  a  proper  knowledge  of  either  the 
Bible  or  of  history  ?  Will  such  a  showing  exhibit  more  plainly 
the  status  of  the  negro  ?  In  reply  we  state  our  reasons  for  doing 
so  as  follows:  (1.)  The  present  age  has  been  educated  in  the 
belief  that  these  literary  and  ecclesiastical  titles  of  Rev.,  D.D. 
and  LL.D.  are  full  indorsement  that  the  persons  using  them 
possess  great  learning,  and  with  the  mass  of  uneducated  readers 
their  assertions  carry  a  weight  and  influence  over  the  judgment 
of  common  readers  that  should  be  accorded  alone  to  facts  and 
logical  arguments,  and  must  be  dispelled  before  the  mind  can  act 
independently  on  the  evidence  submitted. 

(2.)  When  these  titles  were  first  introduced,  those  upon  whom 
they  were  conferred  did  in  reality  possess  eminent  learning.  But 
it  is  not  so  now.  These  have  become  so  common  latterly,  and 
often  so  unwisely  bestowed,  that  in  many  cases  they  no  more 
represent  the  learning  and  qualifications  of  the  man  than  the 
word  "extra"  branded  on, the  head  of  a  red-headed  barrel  of 
whisky  is  an  indication  of  the  superior  quality  of  its  contents. 

The  Roman  Senate,  once  upon  a  time,  when  it  was  composed, 
we  will  say,  for  the  sake  of  conveying  merely  an  idea,  of  "  scala- 
wags and  carpet-bagger s,"  passed  an  ordinance  that  600  (or  some 
other  number,  more  or  less,)  busts  of  the  greatest  men  Borne 
had  ever  produced  should  be  sculptured  in  marble,  and  placed 
along  the  principal  streets  leading  to  the  capitol.  A  friend  of 
Brutus  expressed  great  surprise  at  not  finding  his  among  them. 
Brutus  replied,  "  that  he  would  much  rather  the  inquiry  should 
be  made,  why  it  was  not  there,  than  why  it  was  there." 

These  literary  and  ecclesiastical  titles  present  the  same  category 
of  worth.  Hev. — why,  this  is  ©ne  of  the  titles  of  God,  and 
penitentiary  convicts  must  now  have  it  prefixed  to  their  names. 
Is  not  this  world  a  penitentiary  f  Surely.  And  is  not  every 
man,  woman  and  child  in  it  a  convict  for  life  ?  Surely.  And 
then  we  have  D.D.s  and  LL.D.s  ad  nauseam.  Once  there  was 
a  time  when  these  titles  did  mean  something  worthy  and  valuable, 
and  which  any  man  upon  whom  they  were  conferred  did  possess,  but 
not  so  now,  with  honorable  exceptions  here  and  there ;  the  honor 
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is  more  with  those  upon  whom  they  are  not  conferred,  for  now 
they  awaken  suspicion  of  "  false  pretenses."  Some  of  the 
greatest  mistakes  ever  made  on  earth,  some  of  the  greatest  errors' 
ever  committed  by  man,  and  yet  being  committed,  have  been  by 
what  are  usually  regarded  as  "  learned  men,"  and  men  laden  with 
literary  titles.  For  example,  Claudius  Ptolemy  put  forth  a 
geography  near  18  centuries  ago,  in  which  he  alleged  the  earth 
to  be  a  fixed  body,  a  plane  around  which  the  sun  and  moon  re- 
volved. Every  learned  man  in  the  world  from  his  day  to  that  of 
Galileo  believed  and  defended  it.  Galileo  showed  it  false,  and 
yet  for  doing  so  was  pilloried,  made  to  eat  up  his  book,  and  as 
he  swallowed  each  leaf  made  to  say  it  was  false  and  written  at 
the  instigation  of  the  devil.  Every  learned  man,  every  academy, 
every  college,  and  every  university,  and  every  pulpit  denounced 
Galileo  and  his  book ;  yet  it  was  true.  Again,  it  is  the 
received  opinion  of  the  "learned"  world  that  the  moon  is  full  of 
volcanoes,  and  without  water  and  without  air.  In  a  paper  read 
by  Sir  John  Herschel  in  London,  in  October,  1869,  he  re-affirms' 
this  as  true,  and  yet  nothing  can  be  more  absurdly  and  palpably 
false.  A  single  question  will  settle  Sir  John.  Can  fire  exist 
without  air?  No.  Then  how  can  volcanoes  exist  in  the  moon 
if  there  is  no  air  ?  Impossible.  And  wherever  there  is  air, 
there  must  be  water.  And  yet  this  strange  hallucination  of  the 
"  learned,"  and  so  easily  upset  by  a  single  question,  has  led  the 
world  for  ages.    Sometimes  we  are  almost  led  to  believe  that 

when  our  learned  men  get  wrong,  they  are  the  biggest  

dunces  in  the  world. 

But  again,  take  up  one  of  our  modern  common  school  geogra- 
phies, and  especially  if  the  author  puts  Rev.  before  his  name — 
Mr.  Monteith  for  example — and  you  will  see  at  once  that  he 
knows  a  vast  deal  more  how  the  earth  was  made,  and  when  made, 
than  Moses  or  God — and  then  they  tell  the  pupil  that  the  earth 
is  round,  and  to  prove  that  it  is  round,  they  have  a  picture  of  a 
globe,  on  the  one  side  of  which  they  represent  a  ship  with  its  mast 
100  feet  high,  just  reaching  to  the  top.  On  the  opposite  side 
they  place  the  picture  of  a  little  boy  so  he  can  just  see  the  top 
of  the  mast ;  and  then  -the  boy  is  asked  why  he  can  not  see  the 
hull  of  the  ship  as  well  as  the  top  of  the  mast  ?  the  answer  is, 
the  bulge  of  the  earth  prevents.  Although  the  earth  is  round, 
yet  this  exemplification  of  it  is  even  more  silly  than  the  assertions 
of  Ptolemy  or  Sir  John  Herschel,  and  shows  what  little  reliance  is 
to  be  placed  in  the  reveries  of  "  learned  men  "  over  any  others — 
all  should  be  watched.  But  to  expose  the  silly  picture  of  the 
earth's  roundness  :  The  human  eyesight  in  the  best  eyes  can 
reach  sixteen  miles — most  eyesight  is  less.    This  is  proven  by 
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being  at  sea,  thus :  while  standing  on  the  deck  of  a  ship  at  sea, 
you  seem  to  be  in  the  middle  of  a  large  saucer,  whose  rim  sur- 
rounds you  at  equal  distance  all  round — this  is  the  limit  of  your 
eyesight.  The  same  phenomenon  is  seen  on  a  large  prairie. 
Now  measure  from  where  you  stand  (trigonometrically)  to  the 
rim  ef  the  saucer  on  either  land  or  water,  and  you  will  find  the 
distance  not  to  exceed  sixteen  miles,  and  may  be  a  mile  or  two 
less.  Now  to  solve  the  problem  :  The  earth  in  round  numbers 
is  twenty -five  thousand  miles  in  circumference ;  take  a  pair  of 
dividers  and  measure  sixteen  miles  on  this  circumference,  and 
lay  a  straight-edge  from  point  to  point ;  the  highest  bulge  of  the 
earth  will  be  midway — eight  miles  from  either  point  of  the  divi- 
ders. Now,  from  the  straight-edge  to  the  upper  surface  of  the 
earth  or  water  at  eight  miles  from  the  first  point  is  how  much  ? 
Only  a  few  inches,  and  not  a  hundred  feet,  as  required  by  your 
ship's  mast !  But,  reader,  to  put  you  on  your  guard  against 
what  are  called  learned  men,  is  merely  to  say,  that  they  do  not 
think — and  you  must  do  the  thinking  for  them  yourself,  after 
they  have  put  forth  their  discoveries  what  ever  they  may  be. 
For  example :  Suppose,  from  seeing  rivers  navigated  for  thous- 
ands of  miles  you  were  to  ask,  if  the  earth's  declination  from  its 
periphery  or  circumference  toward  its  own  center,  were  at  the 
rate  of  100  feet  for  every  eight  miles,  what  river  on  earth  could 
be  ascended  ?  and  what  would  be  the  size  of  this  globe  ?  We 
could  multiply  these  examples  of  gross  errors  and  mistakes  of 
the  "so-called  learned"  of  this  and  past  ages,  until  you  would 
conclude  these  men  have  been  the  greatest  curse  instead  of  a 
blessing  to  our  race.  Now,  these  gentlemen  whose  "replies" 
to  Ariel  we  intend  reviewing,  you  will  see  belong  exactly  to 
this  class,  and  they  carry  unthinking  men  with  them — just  as 
Ptolemy,  Sir  John  Herschel,  and  school  geography  makers  have 
carried  "learned  men,"  unthinking,  though  learned,  along  with 
them — you  must  even  watch  Ariel  himself.  But  (3)  there  is  an- 
other reason  why  we  review  these  writers — they  furnish  many  op- 
portunities for  us  to  illustrate  Bible  truths  which  would  be  out  of 
the  way  to  introduce  into  this  work  "  on  the  status  of  the  negro." 
In  other  words  we  wish  to  arouse  your  thinking  and  reasoning 
faculties,  and  apply  them  to  the  plain  Bible  facts  as  we  shall 
put  them  before  you,  and  to  scan  closely  the  logical  deductions 
drawn  from  them  in  the  argument  that  may  be  made.  One  other 
thing  we  would  call  your  attention  to,  which  is  this :  learned 
men,  such  as  we  are  now  referring  to,  never  correct  any  error 
they  make — never  admit  that  they  commit  any  error — and 
if  they  admit  it,  it  is  always  in  a  sense  to  rivet  a  conviction  on 
your  mind,  that  it  is  impossible  for  them,  to  make  any  such  mis- 
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take,  of  commit  any  such  errors.  Therefore,  although  two  and 
two  make  four,  yet  if  they  have  asserted  that  they  make  five, 
or  eight,  or  any  other  equally  plain  and  palpable  absurdity, 
they  will,  instead  of  admitting  their  own  error,  set  about 
trying  to  make  you  believe  that  the  error  or  wrong  is  with  your- 
self, and  by  this  means  secure  your  silence,  which  they  regard 
as  a  great  personal  gain — for  if  no  body  speaks  of  their  errors, 
it  is  a  good  argument  that  they  are  right.  This  won't  do ; 
wrongs  and  errors  have  laid  their  dark  pall,  woven  from  the  loom 
of  death,  over  all  man's  highest  hopes  on  earth — the  advocates 
of  those  are  legion  to  one  who  will  manfully  stand  up  for  the 
truth  ;  and  it  is  truth,  God's  truth,  which  will  guide  us  right, 
and  we  want  every  reader  to  advocate  it  boldly.  Many  of  these 
men  hold  places  of  great  pecuniary  reward,  and  although  con- 
vinced that  Ariel  is  right,  yet  if  it  would  cost  them  their  place 
to  say  so,  it  is  not  in  human  nature  to  expect  they  will  say  it — 
rare  instances  may  occur  where  they  may  do  so.  But  look  at 
the  array  that  Ariel  has  singly  to  confront.  All  the  Koman 
Catholics,  all  the  Protestants  of  every  name,  besides,  now,  every 
political  power  or  government  on  this  continent  and  that  of 
Europe  arrayed,  along  with  these  religious  hierarchies,  in  solid 
phalanx  on  the  one  side  —  and  what  on  the  other?  humanly 
speaking,  a  solitary  being,  one  man  alone  is  on  the  other  !  De- 
fiant and  fearless  as  St.  Paul,  when  standing  before  Caesar's 
tribunal,  he  spoke  as  though  himself  had  been  a  Csesar.  But, 
nevertheless,  the  voice  of  Silas  cheered  at  midnight  the  heart  of 
Paul,  as  he  sang  in  jail  at  that  lonesome  hour.  But  whether 
Ariel  be  cheered  or  not  by  human  voice  on  earth,  he  is  not 
alone — God  is  with  him,  and  His  voice  shall  be  heard. 

The  reader  may  skip  over  the  review  if  he  wishes  to  do  so, 
and  begin  where  the  continuation  of  "  the  negro"  is  resumed. 

REVIEW  OF  ROBERT  A.  YOUNG,  D.D.      REPLY  TO  ARIEL. 

The  Duke  of  Wellington  once  said,  "  that  a  great  victory  was 
a  great  calamity,  exceeded  only  by  a  great  defeat."  How  the 
reader  may  decide,  either  the  victory  or  the  defeat,  and  with 
whom  it  may  rest,  is  left  with  him,  but  in  our  estimation  neither 
is  of  the  value  of  a  groat,  as  compared  with  the  truth  which 
God  and  His  Word  require  at  our  hand  to  be  vindicated  in  this 
the  last  age  of  earth's  existence. 

The  learned  world,  in  and  out  of  the  pulpit,  wished  Galileo 
to  retract  the  truth  which  he  had  written  about  the  earth 
being  a  globe.  He  would  not  do  it.  They  then  arrested  and 
imprisoned  him,  and  presented  the  usual  argument  of  men  who 
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know  themselves  to  be  wrong,  known  to  be  in  error — the  stake 
and  the  fagot  or  retract — the  auto  de  fe,  or  say  his  truth — 
the  truth  which  he  had  written,  was  false  and  written  at  the 
instigation  of  the  devil.  The  reader,  by  referring  to  the  last 
paragraph  of  Dr.  Young's  book,  page  46-7,  will  see  the  sul- 
phureous warmth  with  which  the  Doctor  would  have  Ariel 
embraced  in  regions  where  the  fire  was  not  prepared  for  any 
white  man. 

If  the  pamphlets  of  Doctor  Robert  A.  Yeung,  D.D.,  and 
others  are  "  replies,"  "  complete  answers,"  or  "refutations"  of 
Ariel,  pray  what  part  of  Ariel's  argument  do  they  reply  to  ? 
If  no  part  of  his  argument  is  replied  to,  or  fairly  met,  then 
what  is  it  they  do  claim  is  refuted,  answered  or  replied  to  ? 
Let  us  see  if  we  can  find  what  it  is  that  Ariel  advanced  which 
they  claim  as  having  thus  "  replied  to,"  "completely  answrered," 
or  "refuted."  It  surely  can  be  found  in  Ariel,  and  their  reply 
thereto  in  their  own  books,  if  it  is  so.  For  the  reader  to  com- 
prehend both  sides  fairly,  let  us  repeat  here  what  Ariel  has  as- 
serted and  proven.    Ariel  has  asserted  : 

(1.)  That  the  commonly  received  opinion  of  the  clergy  and 
others  that  the  negro  is  a  descendant  of  Ham,  is  false  and  un- 
true. The  affirmative  of  this  allegation  is  with  Dr.  Young  and 
his  confreres,  and  by  them  must  be  shown  to  be  true  ;  and  if 
they  have  not  done  this,  then  Ariel's  averment  is,  by  logical  de- 
duction, admitted  to  be  true,  and  that  the  Doctor  has  given  no 
answer  to  it.  But  we  will  go  a  step  further  :  If  Dr.  Young's 
averment  is  true,  it  surely  can  be  found  in  his  book,  and 
the  page  wherein  it  is  printed.  Can  you  find  it  reader  ?  We 
can  not ;  and  certainly  Dr.  Young  can  not  name  the  page  or 
pages  where  it  can  be  found.  Nay,  so  far  from  this,  so  contra- 
dictory and  so  self-stultifying  are  the  Doctor's  statements  on  this 
point  *  about  the  negro,  that  he  does  not  know  from  one  hour  to 
another  what  he  believes  ;  nor  from  one  page  to  another  what  he  has 
written  either  about  Ham  or  the  black  man  ;  and  although  a 
D.D.  we  have  doubts,  very  serious  doubts,  whether  he  has  ever 
read  the  Bible  in  either  Hebrew,  Greek,  Latin  or  English,  to 
learn  what  is  said.  To  show  that  this  doubt  is  not  intended  as 
a  "fling"  or  "  slur"  thrown  idly  at  the  Doctor,  we  will  lay  be- 
fore the  reader  the  prominence  which  Ariel  gave  this  subject  : 
"  That  the  negro  is  not  a  son  nor  a  descendant  cf  Ham  ;  nor  by 
his  name  or  the  curse  of  Noah  made  so — that  the  cu?*se  of*  Noah 
could  not  and  did  not  make  him  or  his  children  a  black  man, 
with  kinkey  head,  flat  nose,  kidney  lips,  gizzard-footed,  with 
calf  of  his  leg  on  his  shin-bone,  and  leg  in  mid-foot,  with  black 
skin  and  low  forehead  ;  for  if  the  "  curse  "  of  Noah  did  this, 
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that  upsets  the  "  doctrine  "  that  it  was  his  "name"  that  thus 
made  him  a  negro  —  but  if  it  were  his  name  that  made  him 
blacky  why  then  he  was  black  a  hundred  years  before  the  flood  ; 
and  consequently  the  curse  of  Noah,  which  was  after  the  flood 
(and  all  the  clergy,  etc.,  say  the  negro  was  never  on  the  earth 
until  after  the  flood)  had  nothing  to  do  with  it ;  and  if  the  curse 
had  nothing  to  do  in  making  him  a  black  man,  nor  his  name, 
which  was  given  an  hundred  years  before  the  flood,  and  as  Ham 
had  no  children  till  after  the  flood,  then  we  asked,  what  does  re- 
main to  make  Ham's  descendants  negroes  ?  for  Noah  was  white, 
and  his  children  white,  and  white  from  that  day  to  this — that  the 
entombed  children  of  Ham  from  the  days  of  the  flood  show 
unequivocally  they  were  then  white,  and  that  his  living  descen- 
dants of  this  day  show  they  are  still  white,  etc.,  etc.  These 
points  were  stated  over  and  over  again  by  Ariel,  and  there  could 
be  no  possible  chance  for  Di\  Young  or  any  one  else  to  misun- 
derstand him.  This  was  so  fully  elaborated  and  with  such  power 
and  force,  that  neither  Dr.  Young  or  any  one  else  have  dared  to 
attempt  an  answer — none  have  ever  attempted  it  but  one,  and  he 
illustrating  "  that  fools  will  venture  where  angels  dare  not  tread." 
That  after  broadly  stating  over  these  points  on  pages  4  and  5  by 
Ariel,  yet  Dr.  Young,  after  quoting  from  these  pages,  and  ask- 
ing his  readers  to  "  please  excuse  his  grammar,"  then  adds  : 
"  We  have  read  this  ill-made  sentence,  and  the  pages  of  balder- 
dash that  follow,  over  and  over  again,  and  can  think  of  no  an- 
swer so  befitting  as  a  positive  denial91  See  the  Doctor's  book, 
page  15.  Reader,  please  read  what  Ariel  has  said  about  Ham 
and  the  negro,  commencing  on  page  4,  and  ending  on  next  page, 
and  as  expressive  of  the  opinions  of  the  clergy  and  other  learned 
men  about  Ham,  and  to  which  Dr.  Young  says,  "  He  knows  no 
answer  so  befitting  as  that  of  a  positive  denial.99  Please  note 
his  language.  He  then  adds:  "We  are  a  clergyman  ourself; 
we  have  associated  with  them  (clergymen)  for  twenty-five 
years,"  (please  excuse  his  grammar).  What  is  that  to  which 
he  has  given  the  "befitting  positive  denial  ?"  Ariel  had  as- 
serted that  it  was  held  by  many  learned  men  and  clergy,  that 
Ham's  name,  or  the  curse  of  Noah,  or  both  together,  had  made 
him  a  black  negro,  or  the  father  of  them.  This  was  Ariel's 
point  and  to  this  Dr.  Young  gives  a  positive  denial,  that  any 
such  position  was  ever  held  by  them.  See  his  pamphlet,  page 
15.  Now  for  Ariel's  proof  that  such  were  the  opinions  of  the 
clergy,  etc. 

We  begin  by  quoting  from  "  Scripture  catechism,  volume  1. 
The  Old  Testament.  By  Rev.  Thomas  0.  Summers,  Nashville, 
Tenn.,  Southern  Methodist  publishing  house.    Entered  accord- 
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ing  to  Act  of  Congress,  A.  D.,  1858,  by  J.  B.  McFerran,  office 
clerk  District  Court,  Middle  Tenn." 

We  think  we  have  heard  that  Dr.  Young  is  a  Methodist 
preacher,  and  as  this  is  Methodist  authority  we  hope  he  will  not 
repudiate  it.  On  page  10  we  have  the  following  :  "  Question. — 
Who  were  Noah's  sons  ?  A.  Shem,  Ham  and  Japheth.  Q. 
What  did  Noah  after  this  ?  A.  Planted  a  vineyard,  and  became 
drunk  with  the  wine.  Q.  What  did  Ham  do  ?  A.  Exposed 
his  father,  for  which  he  was  afterward  cursed.  Q.  What  did 
Shem  and  Japheth  do  to  their  father?  A.  Covered  him,  for 
which  they  were  afterward  blessed.  Q.  Did  all  man  kind  spring 
from  Noah's  sons  ?  A.  Yes.  Q.  From  whom  did  the  Jews  . 
descend?  A  From  Shem.  Q.  From  whom  did  the  Africans 
descend  ?  A.  From  Ham.  Q.  From  whom  did  ice  descend  ? 
From  Japheth."  Reader,  suppose  this  last  question  had  been 
asked  by  a  negro,  what  then  ? 

Reader,  after  reading  this  Scripture  catechism,  do  you  not  think 
Dr.  Young  had  better  be  sent  to  "  Sunday-school,  and  have  some 
little  girl  learn  him  his  '  tatetismf9  "  It  might  save  him  from 
exposing  himself  again.  But  we  wonder  if  the  Dr.  will  believe 
himself?  It  is  bad  authority,  we  admit,  and  would  be  some 
mark  of  sense  on  his  part  if  he  repudiated  it  himself.  But  we 
will  quote  him  for  what  he  is  worth.  Reader  please  turn  to  the 
title  page  of  his  work,  his  "  reply  to  Ariel,"  and  his  own  decla- 
ration that  "  the  negro — he  is  a  descendant  of  Adam  and  Eve —  . 
he  is  the  offspring  of  Ham."  There  you  have  it  over  the 
Doctor's  own  signature.  Recollect,  reader,  what  we  said,  that 
the  Doctor's  statements  about  Ham  and  the  negr^  are  so  stulti- 
fying and  so  contradictory,  that  he  does  not  know  from  one  hour 
to  another  what  he  believes,  nor  from  page  to  page  what  he  has 
written  about  either  negro  or  Ham.  You  see  how  he  has  given 
the  flat  denial  to  and  contradicts  the  catechism  of  "  his  own  (but 
not  God's)  church."  And  although  he  says  on  the  title  page  of 
his  book,  that  "  the  negro  is  the  offspring  of  Ham,"  yet  we 
would  advise  no  man  or  woman  to  believe  him,  for  he  does  not 
believe  it  himself,  as  you  can  see  by  turning  to  page  19,  com- 
mencing, "But  whence  the  negro — "  to  end  of  paragraph  on 
page  20,  in  which  he  says  that  "  the  master  minds  in  Ethnology, 
men  who  have  studied  the  languages  of  the  world,  so  as  to  talk, 
and  read,  and  write  their  way  back  to  Noah  and  Adam,  have 
long  since,  and  with  singular  unanimity  decided  this  question 
(whence  the  negro)  and  they  have  arrived  at  the  conclusion 
that  the  negro  variety  of  the  human  species  has  only  been  de- 
veloped (Darwinian)  in  the  course  of  ages  in  the  African 
tropics,  and  was  derived  from  Egypt  (Africa)  and  Assyria 
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( Asia)."  The  italic^  are  his  ;  he  wished  to  he  emphatic  in  stat- 
ing the  conclusions  of  the  "  master  minds"  "of  men  who  have 
studied  the  language  of  the  world  so  as  to.  talk,  and  read,  and 
write  their  way  back  to  Noah  and  Adam "  on  the  question 
"  whence  the  negro  ?"  and  here  we  have  it  :  it  takes  two  conti- 
nents, Africa  and  Asia,  to  be  the  father  and  mother  of  the 
negro!  Ham  is  nowhere, — and — the  white  man — poor  white 
man — one  white  "trash"  of  a  man,  and  one  white  "trash"  of 
a  woman  can  be  your  father  and  your  mother  ;  but  when  it  comes 
to  the  black  man,  in  Hebrew  niggar,  in  Latin  niger,  and  in 
Portuguese  negro,  stand  aside  when  he  is  to  be  brought  into 
being.  We  have  read  of  a  mountain  being  "in  labor"  with  a 
mouse,  but  Doctor  Young  and  his  "  master  minds  "  present  us 
with  a  whole  continent  in  "  labor  Avith  the  negro."  Who  is  or 
can  be  professor  of  "  obstetrics,"  when  continents  are  in  labor? 
Bat  the  Doctor  has  failed  to  tell  which  is  mamma  and  which  is 
daddy,  and  the  professor  might  lose  the  "  patien^,"  or  the 
"offspring,"  by  "doctoring"  the  wrong  continent,  unless  he 
should  be  a  D.D.  of  Doctor  Young's  order.  On  the  title  page  of 
his  book,  he  says  "  the  negro  is  a  descendant  of  Adam  and  Eve, 
the  offspring  of  Ham,"  and  to  this  he  gives  the  positive  denial 
on  page  15  ;  and  now,  on  pages  19  and  20,  that  he  is  neither  the 
descendant  of  Adam  and  Eve,  nor  the  offspring  of  Ham,  but  is 
the  development  of  ages  by  Asia  and  Africa  I  Reader,  how  can 
yon  get  along  with  "  such  learning''  and  such  D.D.s  ?  What 
sort  of  divinity  can  he  doctor,  seeing  he  knows  nothing  of  his 
own  mind  for  an  hour  at  a  time,  and  even  if  he  did  know  his 
mind  for  an  hour,  yet  that  knowledge  is  of  no  worth.  But  bad 
as  this  is,  it  is  not  all.  Turn  to  page  24 ;  after  wishing  Ariel 
could  understand  and  appreciate  a  metaphysical  argument,  "But 
psychology  is  not  his  line."  Alas,  for  poor  Ariel.  The  Doctor 
goes  on  and  says  :  "  Negroes  have  been  on  the  earth  for  more 
than  three  thousand  years;  this  writer  (Dr.  Young)  is  not  so 
enthusiastic  for  the  children  of  Ham."  What!  Children  of 
Ham  ?  A  moment  ago  he  told  us  that  he  and  all  the  learned 
men  who  have  studied  the  languages  of  the  world,  so  as  to  talk  and 
read  and  write  their  way  back  to  Noah  and  Adam,  agreed  that  the 
negro  was  the  offspring  or  development  of  two  continents,  and  now 
he  is  talking  about  the  negro  being  on  the  earth  for  3,000  years, 
and  that  they  are  the  children,  of — neither  Asia  nor  Africa,  but 
of  Ham,  and  on  page  15  he  gives  the  "  befitting  and  positive  de- 
nial"  "to  Ariel's  balderdash,"  that  none  of  the  learned  believe 
he  is  the  son,  child  or  descendant  of.  Ham.  What  wonderful 
learning  these  D.D.s  are  gifted  with  ?  But  turn  to  page  29  ;  he 
there  tells  us  "  there  is  then  in  the  consciousness  of  every  dark 
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son  of  Ham  a  deep  impression  of  continued  existence. "  Now, 
reader  which  negro  is  he  talking  about  ?  The  one  by  Adam  and 
Eve  (see  his  title  .page),  or  the  one  by  Ham,  or  the  one  by  the 
two  continents  ?  It  is  important  to  know,  for  if  there  is  a  negro 
by  Adam  and  Eve,  or  by  Ham,  now  on  earth,  or  ever  had  been, 
we  would  readily  admit  he  might  have  an  impression  of  con- 
tinued existence,  but  if  he  refers  to  the  negro  by  the  two  conti- 
nents, we  have  our  doubts  about  his  having  any  impression  "  of 
continued  existence. "  What  pity  it  is  that  the  Doctor  did  not 
furnish  a  copy  of  the  "granny's  "  certificate  who  attended  the 
"  labor  "  of  that  continent  that  brought  forth  the  negro,  and 
whether  it  was  male  or  female,  and  whether,  to  suit  the  Doctor's 
ideas,  there  were  not  twins,  "  boy  and  gal,"  to  start  the  negro 
"fair"  and  which  continent  it  was,  that  we  might  not  mistake 
the  father  for  the  mother  in  presenting  our  congratulations. 
Reader,  do  you  think  you  could  have  made  such  mistakes,  or  the 
Doctor  either,  had  he  ever  read  the  Bible  ?  That  he  may  have 
read  it,  like  a  parrot,  simply  to  pronounce  its  verses  is  probable, 
but  never  to  know  what  it  said.  But  the  Bible,  perhaps,  M  is  not 
his  forte,"  and  as  he  was  kind  enough  to  "wish  Ariel  could 
understand  and  appreciate  a  metaphysical  argument,"  the  wish 
was  kind  in  the  Doctor,  and  we  appreciate  that,  but  he  is  right 
in  saying  we  cannot  understand  a  metaphysical  argument ;  for 
the  only  definition  of  metaphysics  that  is  true,  which  we  have 
ever  heard  or  read,  was  that  given  by  one  Scotch  blacksmith  to 
another,  who  had  inquired  what  was  meant  by  metaphysics,  so 
often  repeated  by  their  "minister"  in  his  sermon.  "  Ye  ken, 
Sawnie,  when  one  mon  is  talking  to  an  ither  mon,  and  he  that  is 
talking  nae  ken  what  he  is  talking  aboot,  and  the  mon  he  is 
talking  to  nae  ken  what  he  says,  that  is  metaphysics."  We 
therefore  say  of  the  Doctor  as  he  said  of  us,  that  his  psychology 
is  not  in  our  line,  that  perhaps  the  Bible  is  not  in  his  line.  Let 
us  try  his  historical  knowledge. 

Ariel  had  said  :  It  appears  from  history,  from  unquestioned 
history,  that  this  Ham  and  his  descendants  had  governed  and 
ruled  the  world,  as  it  were,  from  the  earliest  ages  after  the  flood, 
and  had  given  to  it  all  the  arts  and  sciences,  manufactures  and 
commerce,  geometry,  astronomy,  geography,  architecture,  letters, 
painting,  music,  &c.  This  Dr.  Young  denies  as  being  true,  and 
asks,  "  Now  what  are  the  facts  ?  Babylon  was  founded  2,200 
years  B.  C,  and  became  the  leading  power  of  the  world  800 
B.  C,  the  very  year  the  City  of  (Jarthage  was  founded"  See 
page  21.  And  remember  he  is  correcting  Ariel's  historical 
knowledge.  Now  let  us  see  how  much  truth  is  in  this  short 
statement,  which  the  Doctor  invites  us  to  regard  as  facts.  This 
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2,200  years  B.  C,  carries  us  back  to  the  days  of  Nimrod.  Now 
did  Nimrod  found  Babylon?  No.  Was  Babylon  founded  by 
any  one  else  at  or  about  that  time  ?  No.  Reader,  look  at  the 
first  nine  verses  of  the  xi.  chap.  Genesis ;  do  you  find  the  name 
Babylon  there?  No.  If  Babylon  was  founded  by  Nimrod  or 
any  one  else  2,200  years  B.  C.,  who  was  it  by?  Dr.  Young 
can  not  give  the  name  of  such  founder.  Nay,  more  than  that, 
neither  Dr.  Young  nor  any  other  living  man  can  even  find  the 
name  Babylon  in  any  contemporaneous  history,  nor  in  the  Bible 
for  more  than  1,400  years  of  his  2,200  B.  C.  A  strange  City 
of  Babylon  this,  existing  2,200  years,  and  for  more  than  1,400 
years  of  that  time  no  one  had  every  heard  or  written  of  it  by 
that  name.  We  defy  Dr.  Young  or  any  other  man  to  show  even 
the  name  in  any  contemporaneous  history  on  earth  prior  to  757 
years  before  Christ.  But  besides  this,  if  Dr.  Young  had  ever 
read  the  Bible  as  far  as  the  xi.  chap.  Genesis,  to  know  what  it 
said,  he  would  have  learned  by  the  8th  and  9th  verses  that  neither 
Nimrod  nor  any  of  his  crew  founded  even  Shinar,  or  any  other 
city  or  kingdom  at  that  period,  all  modern  made  histories  to  the 
contrary  notwithstanding.  The  mistake  with  many  has  doubtless 
originated  by  supposing  the  word  babel  to  be  the  root  for 
"Baby Ion, "  which  is  not  true.  Babel  is  a  Hebrew  word  sig- 
nifying confusion,  from  which  we  ha've  our  English  words  babble 
and  babbling,  while  "  Babylon  "  is  a  patronymic  and  bestowed 
upon  the  city  in  lieu  of  "  Shinar,"  in  honor  of  one  of  her 
wealthy  citizens,  who  extended,  beautified  and  adorned  it  with 
public  buildings  and  parks.  But  this  is  learned  from  Medo- 
Persian  historians,  which  the  Dr.  perhaps  has  never  seen.  One  of 
these  historians  makes  the  following  statement,  while  Cyaxares, 
King  of  Media,  was  besieging  Sardanapalus  in  his  capital  city 
of  Nineveh,  as  follows  :  "  In  this  siege  Cyaxares  was  assisted  by 
Nabopolasser,  the  first  King  of  Babylon."  This  was  607  B.  C. 
Towards  the  latter  part  of  the  siege,  Nabopolasser' s  own 
dominion  was  invaded  by  Pharaoh  Necho,  who  had  captured 
Carchemish  and  one  or  two  other  cities.  Nabopolasser  imme- 
diately dispatched  his  son  Nebuchadnezzar,  then  a  young  man 
of  twenty-seven  years,  and  who  had  shown  great  military  abilities, 
with  a  portion  of  his  army  to  drive  Necho  back.  This  he  did, 
recapturing  Carchemish,  &c,  and  forcing  Pharaoh  Necho  back 
into  his  own  dominion,  and  shut  him  up  in  his  capitol  city. 
When  in  the  month  of  January,  606  B.  C,  he  received  informa- 
tion of  the  death  of  his  father,  Nabopolasser,  he  left  his  army 
in  charge  of  his  lieutenant,  and  with  an  escort  of  250  horsemen 
set  out  for  Babylon,  where  he  arrived  the  17th  of  April,  606  B.  C. 
Nabopolasser  was  the  grandson  of  him  who  gave  to  Babylon 
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its  name.  Nabopolasser,  "the  first  King  of  Babylon,"  com- 
menced his  reign  682  B.  C.  His  son,  Nebuchadnezzar,  succeeded 
to  the  throne  606  B.  C.  ;  Overthrew  586  B.  C,  the  Jewish 
Monarch,  captured  Jerusalem,  burnt  the  temple,  and  carried  the 
Jews  captive  to  Babylon.  Having  previously  overthrown  the 
Egyptian  Monarch,  he  now,  in  the  year  586  ante  Anno  Domini, 
commenced  the  siege  of  Tyre,  which  lasted  thirteen  years  before 
it  fell,  and  then  Nebuchadnezzar  became  the  first  political  Uni- 
versal Monarch  573  B.  C,  and  died  eleven  years  after,  at  70 
years  of  age.  Of  the  eleven  years  of  his  universal  reign  over 
the  world,  seven  of  them  he  ate  grass  as  an  ox,  and  was  wet  with 
the  dews  of  heaven  on  the  plains  of  Dura.  Who  is  to  carry  out 
his  other  four  years  as  another  beast  ?  Not  a  beast  de  facto, 
for  Nebuchadnezzar  was  not  such,  £  but  a  beast's  heart  was 
given  him ;"  his  likings  and  affections  were  given  to  "oxen," 
as  those  of  another  ruler  will  be  to  some  other  beast  or  animal, 
and  for  the  remaining  four  years. 

But  Dr.  Young  says  :  "  Babylon  became  the  leading  power  of 
the  world  800  years  B.  C,  the  very  year  the  City  of  Carthage 
was  founded"  —  the  italics  are  ours.  Astonishing!  We 
wonder  how  much  truthful  history  is  in  this  line.  Not  one 
syllable.  Carthage  was  founded  878  years  B.  C.  Babylon 
became  the  leading  power  of  the  world  under  its  second  King, 
Nebuchadnezzar,  573  B.  C.  The  Dr.  is  as  lame  in  his  profane 
history  as  he  is  in  his  Bible  learning.  Had  he  ever  read  the 
Bible,  to  learn  what  it  said,  as  far  as  the  xiv.  chap.  Genesis,  he 
would  have  found  that  the  place  afterwards  called  Babylon  was 
then  called  Shinar,  and  wras  still  called  so  in  the  days  of  Abraham, 
who  died  514  years  after  the  flood.  And  had  he  ever  read  the 
Book  of  the  Prophet  Isaiah,  he  wTould  doubtless  have  remembered 
that  Isaiah  still  called  it  Shinar,  and  this  was  more  than  1,600 
years  after  the  flood,  and  not  Babylon.  With  these  facts  before 
us,  we  respectfully  ask  Dr.  Young  whereabout  was  his  "  King- 
dom  of  Babylon  existing  these  2,200  years  B.  C.  ?  "  But  the 
Doctor  is  kind  to  Ariel ;  see,  he  says  :  a  It  is  also  proper  that  we 
should  inform  you  (Ariel)  that  astronomy  was  first  cultivated 
by  the  Chaldeans."  Excuse  us,  Doctor,  "  your  information"  on 
this  subject  is  only  on  a  par  with  your  Biblical  and  historical 
knowledge.  The  Chaldeans  were  not  and  had  never  been  a  mari- 
time people  ;  the  children  of  Ham  sailed  the  first  vessel  that  ever 
floated  on  the  briny  deep  after  the  flood.  They  had  all  the  com- 
merce that  ever  floated  on  the  sea,  to  the  days  of  Nebuchadnezzar, 
and  from  necessity  had  to  study,  nay,  they  invented  or  discovered 
astronomy,  to  know  how  to  pass  over  the  trackless  seas  and 
oceans.    This  the  logic  of  facts  should  have -taught  you,  Doctor, 
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had  you  been  acquainted  with  ancient  history,  Biblical  or  profane. 
Hiram,  King  of  Tyre,  a  thousand  years  B.  C,  assisted  Solomon 
with  his  ships,  a  record  of  which  you  can  find  in  the  Bible,  or 
you  can  get  some  person  to  find  and  read  it  to  you.  "When  Tyre 
tell,  Nebuchadnezzar  transferred  her  learned  men  as  well  as  the 
learned  men  of  the  world  to  his  schools  in  Babylon,  which  soon 
became  noted,  and  of  subsequent  historical  renown  throughout 
the  world — yet  still  the  children  of  Ham  controlled  its  maritime 
commerce.  Dr.  Young,  this  is  so  palpably  plain  to  every  good 
historian,  that  we  feel  quite  as  much  ashamed  as  if  we  were 
sitting  before  your  pulpit  trying  to  teach  you  that  b-a  spells  ba. 
Equally  at  fault  is  the  Doctor's  assertion  that  he  would  let  Ariel 
know  "  that  the  finest  manufacturers  in  the  ivorld  are  Per- 
sians."  See  pages  21  and  22  of  the  Doctor's  book.  Sad  com- 
mercial history  this. 

Ariel  had  said  that  the  annals  of  fame  do  not  present  such  an 
array  of  great  names,  whether  in  arts  and  sciences,  and  all  that 
serves  to  elevate  and  make  man  noble  on  the  earth,  or  in  the 
senate  or  the  field  by  any  other  race,  as  will  compare  with  those 
of  Ham's  descendants.  This  Dr.  Young  disputes,  and  'replies 
by  asking  on  page  23,  u  What  hero  worshiper  would  turn  away 
from  the  painters  and  sculptors,  the  scholars  and  philosophers, 
the  poets  and  historians,  the  architects  and  orators,  the  statesmen 
and  commanders  of  Greece  and  Italy,  to  look  among  Ham's 
children  for  great  names?" — "The  Greeks  were  descendants 
of  Japheth.  They  brought  the  arts  and  sciences  to  greater  per- 
fection than  any  other  people  of  antiquity.  In  literature  and 
architecture  they  have  no  equals  yet." — "Athens,  the  Capital 
of  Greece,  was  founded  1,500  years  B.  C."  A  question:  are 
heroes  and  hero-worshipers  the  men  who  elevate  and  make  man 
worthy  and  noble  on  earth?  If  so,  then  the  life  and  labor  of 
Jesus  of  Nazareth  and  those  of  His  apostles  were  mistakes. 
Then  the  historians,  Matthew,  Mark,  Luke  and  John  are  not  to 
be  compared  with  those  of  Italy  and  Greece.  And  such  is  the 
moral  training  of  our  modern  clergy  and  D.D.'s.  If  the  histo- 
rians of  Greece  and  Eome  are'  better  calculated  to  elevate  and 
make  man  noble  on  the  earth  than  those  of  the  New  Testament, 
then  Ariel  frankly  admits  that  he  was  wrong — otherwise,  he  was 
right.  But  did  the  Greeks,  the  children  of  Japheth,  "  found 
Athens,  the  capital  of  Greece,  1,500  years  B.  C.  ?  "  (See  p.  22 
and  2,3.)  Not  a  word  of  it— untrue  every  word.  (1.  )  It  was  not 
founded  by  the  sons  or  children  of  Japheth.  (2.)  But  was 
founded  by  the  children  of  Ham.  (3. )  It  was  not  founded  by  any 
one  1,500  B.  C,  (4.)  but  was  founded  by  Cecrops,  a  son  of  Ham, 
1,556  years  B.  C,  who  was  a  Priest  of  the  Temple  of  Osiris  in  the 
city  of  Sais,  the  most  ancient  capital  of  lower  Egypt,  and  which  was 
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located  by  Mizraim  between  the  Canopic  and  Sebbennytican 
months  of  the  Nile.  Its  remains  are  visible  at  this  day. 
Cecrops  named  the  country  and  the  city  "  Cecropia,"  and  which 
names  they  retained  321  years.  Cecrops  was  succeeded  by  16 
other  kings,  when  1,235  years  B.  C.  the  name  of  the  city  was 
changed  to  " Athence,"  and  that  of  the  country  to  "Attica." 
Cecrops  brought  with  him  from  Egypt  all  the  arts  and  sciences, 
which  he  and  his  successors  had  cultivated  with  so  much  care 
that  they  covered  Athens  and  Greece  with  glory  and  honor. 
The  Greeks  added  the  Corinthian  and  Ionic  columns  to  their  archi- 
tecture. Eight  hundred  and  three  years  after  the  founding  of 
Cecropia,  by  Cecrops,  Home  was  founded  by  Romulus.  It  is 
singular,  but  nevertheless  true,  strangely  true,  that  Egypt,  Ham's 
descendants,  should  have  carried  the  arts  and  sciences  to  both 
Greece  and  Italy.  It  is  now  known  that  the  Etruscans,  then 
occupying  the  west  side  of  the  Tiber,  were  Egyptians,  who  had 
settled  there  shortly  after  Cecrops  had  settled  Cecropia.  The 
Latin  historians  knew  nothing  of  the  origin  of  the  Etruscans, 
and  their  own  account  of  themselves  the  Roman  historians 
rejected  as  fabulous.  But  to  them  Rome  was  indebted  for  the 
arts  and  sciences,  and  in  architecture  added  the  Tuscan  column. 
The  remains  of  their  works  demonstrate  an  Egyptian  origin,  so 
that  the  world,  through  Greece  and  Rome,  has  received  all 
the  arts  and  sciences  from  Egypt  originally,  the  sons  of  Ham. 
This  is  strange,  but  true,  but  beyond  Doctor  Young's  knowledge. 
In  our  new  work,  now  also  nearly  ready  for  the  press,  "  The 
White  Man,"  it  will  be  shown  that  this  is  not  the  only  strange 
thing  connected  with  Egypt  and  the  Nile.  We  will  find  many 
reasons  why  God,  in  His  overruling  providence,  has  directed 
attention  to  and  concentrated  man's  mind  upon  that  country 
where  man  first  sinned  and  from  whence  He  "  recalled  His  Son." 

But  our  attention  is  to  Dr.  Young  and  his  historical  knowl- 
edge. What  do  you  think  of  it,  reader  ?  It  makes  us  sick  in 
heart  and  mind,  when  we  think  of  the  thousands  that  are  daily 
led  to  perdition  by  the  "learning"  of  such  learned  men  as  is 
now  flaunted  before  our  eyes.  The  reader  will  see  by  turning  to 
page  19  that  Dr.  Young  can  not,or  does  not  even  quote  Ariel  cor- 
rectly with  the  book  before  him.  Why  so  ?  Are  moral  propri- 
eties ignored  by  the  D.D.s  of  this  day  ?  He  says  :  "Ariel  ad- 
mits the  dark  brown  Malayan  is  a  descendant  of  Adam  and 
Eve,"  and  then  contemptuously  asks  :  "  Pray  tell  us,  ye  .Solo- 
mons, where  did  he  branch  off?"  Ariel  made  no  such  admis- 
sion, nor  can  Dr.  Young  or  any  one  else  find  it  in  Ariel's  book 
from  cover  to  cover.  It  is  simply  a  gross  mistake.  Again  he 
says  :  "Ariel  says  the  dark  copper-colored  Indian  belongs  to 
the  white  race."    Equally  untrue  as  the  foregoing,  nor  can 
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the  Doctor  find  such  language  anywhere  in  Ariel's  hook. 
Again  :  "  Ariel  mentions  the  olive-colored  Mongolian  as  a  de- 
scendant of  Noah."  Another  misrepresentation.  Ariel  had 
made  no  such  mention  or  allegation,  and  it  is  left  with  the 
reader  to  say  whether  Dr.  Young  could  or  could  not  have  known 
whether  these  allegations  were  true  or  not,  when-  he  wrote  his 
pamphlet,  for  the  words  "olive-colored  Mongolian,"  "dark  cop- 
per-colored Indian,"  nor  these  "dark-brown  Maylayan,  can  be 
found  in  Ariel's  book  from  cover  to  cover — nor  have  they  even 
been  referred  to  by  Ariel — for  Ariel  never  believed' either  the 
one  or  the  other  of  these  were  now  the  pure  descendants  of  Adam 
and  Eve  ;  but  like  the  negro  destitute  of  the  slightest  claim  to  a 
life  hereafter — nay,  further,  they  are  beings  God  never  cre- 
ated— never  were  put  on  this  earth  by  God.  The  white  man 
and  the  blackmail  (negro)  God  did  create,  and  put  on  this  earth  ; 
but  the  mulatto  never — nor  any  shade  of  the  mixed  breed.  The 
rascalities  of  mean  and  degraded  white  men  and  a  vile  negress — 
a  beast,  degraded  below  even  the  things  that  go  upon  the  belly, 
these  alone  produced  the  mulatto  or  mixed  breed  on  this  earth — 
God  never  created  nor  put  on  this  earth  either  a  mule  or  a  mu- 
latto of  any  shade  or  cross.  And  this  offspring  of  the  vilest  of 
whites,  and  the  most  degraded  of  beasts — for  God  made  the 
degradation  himself,  when  he  said  :  "  Thou  art  cursed  above  all 
cattle,  and  above  every  beast  of  the  field,  and  above  every  creep- 
ing thing,  of  things  that  go  upon  their  belly,  and  eat  from  off  the 
dust."  (Our  own  version  and  translation).  This  vile  offspring 
of  a  son  of  God  and  a  beast  is  by  "  constitutions,"  and  by 
"  statute  laws,"  forced  into  the  company,  the  society  of  the  pure 
children  of  God,  and  pulpits  and  religious  sects  are  trying 
"  their  hand"  to  see  if  they  can  also  make  God  accept  this  be- 
ing whom  he  never  made,  never  created,  but  brought  into  exis- 
tence on  earth  by  the  corrupt  conduct  of  a  white  man  and  a 
beast,  and  these  they  are  now  trying  to  force  God  to  accept  as 
His  children,  and  give  them  a  place  in  heaven  hereafter.  The 
lake  of  fire  and  brimstone  is  a  purifier  (brimstone  bleaches)  for 
all  suchy  whether  in  the  political  or  religious  world.  Therefore, 
when  Dr.  Young  made  assertions  charging  Ariel  with  having  said 
or  intimated  that  such  were  the  descendants  of  Adam  and  Eve, 
he  grossly  misstated,  ignorantly  no  doubt,  what  Ariel  had  said, 
or  put  words  into  his  mouth  or  pamphlet  which  he  never  ut- 
tered, never  wrote ;  and  without  the  slightest  foundation  there- 
for, for  Ariel  never  believed  the  races  referred  to  were  now  the 
pure  offsprings  from  Adam  and  Eve  ;  and,  therefore,  he  could 
not  have  written  such  a  childish  idea — as  he  did  not  believe  one 
word  of  it.    When  we  first  read  Dr.  Young's  "reply  to  Ariel," 
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we  requested  a  friend  of  Dr.  Young's  to  call  his  attention  to 
these  misrepresentations  and  correct  them,  as  he  might  be  reviewed 
some  day,  and  Ariel  would  prefer,  out  of  respect  to  him  and 
"his  church/'  to  be  relieved  from  making  such  an  expose.  He 
refused  to  make  the  correction — for  "learned  men"  never  own 
to  any  error  or  mistake  they  commit.  In  their  estimation  they 
could  not  be  regarded  as  "  learned,"  if  they  ever  admitted  they 
err.  Hence,  they  never  correct  a  mistake  or  any  misstatement. 
With  poor  Ariel  and  other  mortals  this  conduct  may  not  be  so 
bad  to  the  learned  in  its  personal  results  to  them ;  but  with  the 
Bible  it  may  be  fearful.  Having  seen  how  he  treats  Ariel's 
word,  let  us  see  how  he  treats  God's  Word. 
■  On  page  26  he  refers  to  Acts  viii,  chap.  27  :  "  That  Philip  bap- 
tized an  Ethiopian  Eunuch  on  profession  of  faith  in  Jesus 
Christ,"  and  that  this  Eunuch  was  a  negro.  As  this  is  the  com- 
mon idea  about  the  Eunuch,  we  wonder  if  Dr.  Young  or  any 
"clergyman,"  had  ever  read  that  verse  ?  If  he  had,  where  was 
his  common  sense  ?  He  evidently  wishes  his  readers  to  believe 
that  this  Ethiopian  Eunuch  was  a  black  man,  a  negro.  But  he 
is  careful  not  to  quote  the  language  of  the  verse.  Why  he  did 
not,  he  or  his  friends  may  explain,  if  they  can.  But  had,  he 
quoted  the  inspired  language  of  this  verse,  his  readers  would 
have  found  that  the  Ethiopian  "  had  come  to  Jerusalem  for  to 
worship,"  and  consequently  he  was  not  a  negro,  but  a  Jew — for 
none  could  worship  in  the  temple  in  Jerusalem  but  a  Jew. 
Comment  on  this  is  wholly  unnecessary,  for  all  can  see  but  a  D.D. 
We  will  show  in  its  proper  place,  that  where  the  word  "  Ethio- 
pian "  occurs  in  the  Bible,  that  it  never  in  any  instance  refers 
to  the  negro,  but  once,  and  in  that  place  it  is  translated  from  a 
different  word  to  any  of  the  rest. 

The  Doctor  also  refers  on  page  26  to  Matt,  x  :  4,  "  That  Simon, 
the  Canaanite,  was  a  disciple  of  our  Lord."  Does  the  Doctor 
understand  the  Greek 'language  ?  If  lie  does  not,  then  he  has 
some  excuse  for  his  reference  to  Simon,  "the  Canaanite."  If 
he  does  understand  the  Greek,  then  he  has  no  excuse  for  this 
perversion  of  God's  Word.  The  word  in  the  verse  is  "  Kana- 
ites"  and  Simon  was  so  called,  as  the  word  is  from  the  He- 
brew word  Kana,  "  to  be  zealous,"  whence  he  is  called  in  Greek 
"  Zelotes,"  or  "the  Zealot,"  from  "  Zelou,"  "to  be  zealous," 
and  the  same  word  is  properly  translated  m  Luke  vi  :  15.  But 
he  quotes  an  error  of  translation,  patent  on  its  face,  to  sustain 
himself,  although  he  knew  he  was  making  a  false  witness 
thereby  of  God's  Holy  Word. 

On  page  9  he  quotes  Acts  xvii  :  26,  thus  :  "And  (God)  hath 
made  of  one  blood  all  the  nations  of  men,  for  to  dwell  on  all 
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the  face  of  the  earthy  and  hath  determined  the  times  before  ap- 
pointed, and  the  bounds  of  their  habitation  "  to  prove  the  unity  of 
and  -varieties  of  the  human  species."  Equally  wrong  is  the 
Doctor  on  this  text.  Why  did  St.  Paul  say  of  "  one  blood  V 
In  every  other  place  in  the  Bible  it  is  "  dust  99 — that  man  adhom 
"  was  made  of  the  dust  " — "  from  dust  thou  wast  taken  " — "  dust 
thou  art,  and  unto  dust  thou  shalt  return. "  Then  why,  St. 
Paul,  do  you  say  of  "  one  blood  VJ  Why  or  what  has  changed 
or  produced  the  idea  from  dust  to  bloody  and  one  blood  at  that  ? 
What  has  done  it  ?  A  thousand  of  such  D.D.s  as  Dr.  Young 
may  live  and  quote  this  verse,  every  day  they  live,  and  neither 
they  or  the  world  be  any  wiser,  nor  comprehend  through  them 
what  was  before  St.  Paul's  mind,  and  why  he  used  the  term, 
"one  blood."  Dr.  Young's  idea  is  that,  because  all  blood  is 
alike  red,  that  the  unity  of  the  human  race  is  proven  by  the 
negro's  blood  and  the  white  man's  blood  being  both  red.  Not 
quite  so  fast,  Doctor  Young ;  this  would  prove  vastly  too  much 
lor  you.  The  serpent's  blood  is  red.  Does  that  bring  it  and 
the  negro  into  unity  f  The  whale's  blood  is  red,  also,  and  the 
negro  and  the  whale,  Doctor,  belong  to  "  your  order  Mammalia," 
and  does  it  thereby  bring  the  negro  and  the  whale  into  unity  ? 
But  the  blood  of  the  white  man  ha  adhomt  and  that  of  the 
negro,  although  red,  are  not  the  same — nor  that  of  birds  and 
fishes,  although  red,  are  not  the  same  as  that  of  the  negro.  For 
St.  Paul  plainly  tells  us  that  all  flesh  is  not  the  same  flesh.  Why 
not,  if  the  blood  is  the  same  ?  For  God  says  the  blood  is  the 
life  of  it.  He  says  there  is  one  flesh  of  man,  another  of  beasts, 
another  of  fishes,  another  of  birds.  Nor  is  the  sap  of  all  trees 
the  same,  though  of  the  same  color.  Is  the  sap  of  the  sour  crab 
apple  and  that  of  the  sugar  maple  one  and  the  same,  although 
of  the  same  color  ?    Surely  not. 

Let  us  see,  reader,  if  we  can  not  comprehend  St.  Paul.  From 
the  reading  of  the  first  chapter  Genesis,  it  is  plain  that  all  the 
beasts  and  animals  were  produced  by  and  from  the  earth,  ground, 
adhamahy  at  the  command  of  God  in  pairs.  This  is  palpable 
from  the  language  that  it  was  so,  "  And  God  said  let  the  earth 
bring  forth  the  living  creature  after  his  kindy  cattle  and  creep- 
ing thing  and  beast  of  the  earth  after  his  kindy  and  it  was  so  " 
— the  negro  among  them.  But  not  so  with  Adam  and  his  female, 
who  were  formed  out  of  gnapher,  not  adhamah.  His  female  was 
created  in  his  own  body,  and  was  not  separated  from  it  until 
sixty-five  years  after,  as  will  be  shown  in  our  other  new  work, 
"  The  White  Man."  After  God  separated  Eve  from  Adam's 
body,  he  called  their  name  Adam,  "  ha  Adhom."  Remember 
liow,  reader,  that  God  gave  this  name  to  the  pair.    From  the 
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etymology  of  this  name,  bestowed  by  God  on  Adam,  and  the  fact 
that  Eve  was  created  in  Adam,  St.  Paul  gets  the  idea  of 
blood,  and  of  one  blood,  of  which  God  had  made  all  nations. 
There  is  something  singular  in  the  name  bestowed  by  God  on 
Adam,  and  in  the  maternal  out  of  which  God  formed  his  body, 
being  blood  when  formed  of  (gnajiher)  dust  (and  not  adhamah 
of  which  all  beasts  and  animals,  &c,  were  formed),  and 
in  the  word  nations  (goim)  bestowed  also  by  God  on  those 
and  those  only,  whom  He  had  made  of  one  blood.  We  did 
not  intend  to  discuss  properly  any  point  or  question  in 
this  review  touching  the  "  Negro,"  or  "  White  Man  ; 99  but  we 
have  concluded  to  make  this  26th  verse,  xvii  chapter  Acts,  an 
exception,  but  limiting  our  remarks  to  it,  so  far,  as  to  present  the 
whole  idea  contained  in  it. 

In  the  first  place,  the  singularity  is  found  in  the  name  itself, 
Adhom,  or  ha  Adhom,  in  this  :  it  is  neither  singular  nor  plural, 
and  yet  both  singular  and  plural ;  it  is  neither  masculine  nor 
feminine,  and  yet  it  is  both  masculine  and  feminine  (why  it  is 
thus  will  be  shown  in  our  other  work — it  does  not  belong  to  this 
part  of  our  work).  But  it  shows  that  omniscience  alone  could 
have  selected  the  name.  Being  named  by  God,  he  was  directly 
under  rule  to  God.  Nations  grew  out  of  or  up  from  him  ;  Go  t, 
therefore,  also  bestowed  this  name,  "  nations,"  goim,  when  he 
divided  the  earth  among  the  sons,  descendants  of  Noah.  Nations 
are  formed  of  individuals,  the  first  individual  was  Adam.  God 
named  him,  and  every  thing  named  by  God  was,  in  no  sense, 
under  man's  rule  or  government,  but  alone  under  rule  and  govern- 
ment of  God.  Thus,  God  called  (named)  the  light  day;  the 
darkness  he  named  night ;  the  firmament  Heaven,  &c,  which, 
like  Adam,  wTere  under  His  rule  and  government.  Now  as 
nations  are  constituted  of  men,  and  man  being  under  direct  rule 
to  God,  that  which  is  in  the  constituent,  must  also  be  in  the 
constituted;  nations,  as  su#h,  are  therefore  under  direct  rule. to 
God,  therefore  named  by  him,  they  were  directly  subject  to  God's 
government.  This  being  so,  unquestionably  so,  it  now  becomes 
important  to  know  when  God  organized  nations,  and  to  know 
definitely  who  constituted  or  composed  them.  It  was  after  the 
flood.  Let  us  examine  and  know  exactly  what  God  said.  What 
He  said  can  alone  settle  beyond  doubt  or  cavil  the  whole 
matter,  and  His  decision  will  be  final  and  satisfactory  to  all. 
But  if  it  is  not  so  to  any,  they  can't  help  themselves.  We  quote 
from  Genesis  viii.:  15-16  :  "And  God  spake  unto  Noah,  saying  : 
Go  forth  out  of  the  ark,  thou  and  thy  wife,  and  thy  sons,  and 
thy  sons'  wives  with  thee."  (18.)  "And  Noah  went  forth, 
and  his  sons,  and  his  wife,  and  his  sons'  wives  with  him." 
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ix.  :  (1.)  "And  God  blessed  Noah  and  his  sons,  and  said  unto 
them,  be  fruitful  and  multiply  and  replenish  the  earth;  (2.)  and 
the  fear  of  you  (Noah  and  his  sons)  and  the  dread  of  you  shall 
be  upon  every  beast  of  the  earth,  and  upon  every  fowl  of  the 
air,  and  upon  all  that  moveth  upon  the  earth,  and  upon  all  the 
fishes  of  the  sea ;  into  your  hand  are  they  delivered.'9  Was 
Noah,  or  either  of  his  sons,  a  black  man,  mulatto,  or  negro  ? 
No.  But  God  blessed  Noah  and  his  sons.  Can  the  curse  of  Noah 
override  the  blessing  of  God  ?  No.  But  Canaan  had  outlawed 
himself  by  his  criminal  connection  with  a  beast,  a  negress,  by 
which  and  from  which  amalgamation  sprang  the  mulattoes,  called 
Jebusites,  &c,  who  inhabited  the  land  of  Canaan,  the  boundary 
of  which  God  fixed,  and  the  only  boundary  God  did  fix,  for  He 
intended  mankind  should  not  be  mistaken  in  His  hatred  and 
abhorrence  of  this  corrupt  breed,  when  he  afterwards  directed 
Moses  and  Joshua  to  leave  "nothing  alive  that  breathed  "  when 
they  took  possession  of  Canaan,  the  land  of  these  ites,  the  boundary 
of  which  God  himself  had  fixed.  For  this  criminality  on  the 
part  of  his  grandson,  Canaan,  God  directed  Noah  to  extend  the  pro- 
phecy concerning  the  future  of  his  children  to  this  grandson. 
Why  he  did  so  is  plain ;  Canaan  was  the  first  amal- 
gamator after  the  flood,  and  as  the  first,  God  marked 
him,  as  he  did  the  first  murderer  and  amalgamator,  by  a  curse. 
From  this  corrupt  breed,  called  "  Canaanite  spread  abroad, " 
has  sprung  the  aborigines,  the  Indians  of  every  land,  and  which 
has  so  puzzled  our  historians,  aucient  and  modern,  in  accounting 
for  the  strange  fact  that  wherever  the  white  man  came  at  first, 
they  found  a  "people  M  already  in  the  occupancy  of  the  country, 
not  improved  or  improving  it,  but  like  our  Indians  of  this  con- 
tinent roaming  the  forest  for  game  and  subsistence.  When,  for 
example,  Greece  was  first  settled  by  whites,  they  found  there 
aborigines,  whom  they  called  Pelasgi.  They  were  those 
"  Canaanite  mulattoes,"  and  had  those  historians  done  what 
every  man  should  do,  or  should  have  done,  consulted  God's 
word  to  know  what  God  has  said  and  done,  they  would  then  not 
have  such  puzzles  nor  make  such  blunders,  and  have  learned  that 
God  sent  these  "  servants  of  servants,"  "these  mulattoes,"  in 
advance  of  the  white  man  to  keep  the  country  "  lest  the  land 
become  desolate,  and  the  beasts  of  the  field  (forest)  multiply 
against  you."  No  country  can  preserve  these  aborigines.  God's 
decree  is,  that  being  neither  beast  or  human,  they  shall  be  exter- 
minated. No  power  or  agency  on  this  earth  can  reverse  this 
decree  of  the  Almighty.  They  are  beings  that  God  never  cre- 
ated, never  put  on  this  earth,  and  neither  man's  love,  nor  man's 
kindness,  nor  rascalities,  can  prevent  their  destruction. 
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But  let  us  return  to  Noah  and  his  sons.  Reader,  have  you  any 
doubt  about  the  color  of  Noah  and  his  family  before  the  flood, 
while  in  the  ark,  and  when  "  they  came  forth  of  the  ark,"  and 
received  God's  blessing  ?  Whatever  may  be  the  ideas  any  may 
entertain  of  the  effect  of  Noah's  curse  or  climate  in  producing 
another  color  afterward,  none  doubt  or  question  but  what  all 
were  white  up  to  that  time.  And  God  said  unto  them  :  "  Be 
ye  fruitful  and  multiply  ;  bring  forth  abundantly  in  the  earth 
and  multiply  therein."  Who  is  to  do  so?  The  white  man, 
and  the  white  man  alone.  "  And  God  spake  unto  Noah,  and  to 
his  sons  with  him,  saying  :  And  I,  behold  I,  establish  my  cove- 
nant with  you,  and  with  your  seed  after  you."  Reader,  who  is 
God  here  referring  to,  white  man  or  negro?  White  man  alone. 
"  And  the  sons  of  Noah,  that  went  forth  of  the  ark,  were  Shem, 
Ham  and  Japheth  ;  and  these  are  the  three  sons  of  Noah,  and 
of  them  was  the  whole  earth  overspread."  Where  is  the 
negro,  reader,  and  where  the  mulatto,  and  where  their  right  to 
any  part  of  this  earth,  even  as  small  as  the  dimensions  of  his 
foot,  any  more  than  beasts,  animals,  (fee.  ?  Who  made  this 
earth  ?  God.  To  whom  did. he  give  it  ?  To  Adhom,  to  Noah, 
to  Noah's  three  sons,  to  the  white  man,  and  the  white  man  alone. 
But  this  is  not  all  that  God  did  to  secure  the  identity  of  owner- 
ship of  this  earth,  under  "  patent  "  from  God  direct,  to  the  white 
man  forever.  In  the  days  of  Peleg  he  divided  to  the  descendants 
of  Noah  this  earth,  and  traces  each  one  of  the  legatees'  genealogy 
back  to  Noah,  so  there  should  be  no  mistake  to  whom  he  gave 
it,  nor  whom  God  called  "Nations."  And  after  all  this  was 
done,  and  with  every  particularity  of  exact  certainty  we  are 
then  told  by  God,  "  These  are  the  families  of  the  sons  of  Noah, 
after  their  generations  (genealogies)  in  their  nations  (goim), 
and  by  these  were  the  nations  (goim)  divided  in  the  earth  after 
the  flood."  What  are  these  that  were  the  nations?  The  three 
sons  of  Noah,  Shem,  Ham  and  Japheth,  and  their  descendants. 
Reader,  where  is  the  black  man,  the  negro,  or  mulatto  ?  Echo 
answers,  where  ?  But  Moses  is  more  emphatic  still.  In  referring 
to  this  division  of  the  earth  among  Noah's  sons,  giving  them 
the  whole  of  the  earth,  not  a  part  of  it,  in  the  days  of  Peleg, 
and  by  which  they  became  separated  from  the  black  man,  the 
negro,  he  charges  his  brethren,  in  the  last  speech,  the  last 
words  he  ever  spoke  on  earth,  to  "  remember  the  days  of  old, 
consider  the  years  of  many  generations  ;  ask  thy  father,  and  he 
will  show  thee,  thy  elders,  and  they  will  tell  thee  when  the  Most 
High  divided  to  the  nations  (goim)  their  inheritance;  when  He 
separated  the  sons  of  Adam  (beni  ha  Adhom),  he  set  the  bounds 
of  the  (his)  people,  according  to  the  number  of  the  children  of 
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Israel  ;  for  the  Lord's  portion  (of#the  earth)  is  His  people,  and 
Jacob  is  the  lot  of  His  inheritance.'1  The  number  of  the*' 
children  of  Israel  that  went  down  into  Egypt  was  seventy 
souls.  When  God  divided  to  Ihe  nations  their  inheritance,  and 
separated  the  whites  from  the  negroes  in  the  days  of  Peleg,  the 
division  was  among  seventy  families,  whose  genealogy  is 
clearly  traced  back  to  Noah,  and  to  Adam  and  Eve,  and  no  part 
of  the  earth  was  given  by  God  to  the  blacks  or  mulattoes. 
The  nine  ites  of  Canaan  form  no  exception,  for  their  land  was 
specifically  given  to  Abraham,  and  his  seed  after  him,  for  a 
possession,  and  these  ites  destroyed  by  special  order  from  God. 
This  is  one  separation,  and  from  the  blacks.  A  second  separation 
was  in  the  family  of  Isaac,  and  was  the  separation  of  the  whites 
(God's  people)  from  the  mulattoes.  Isaac  had  two  sons,  Esau 
and  Jacob.  Esau  was  rejected,'  Why  ?  Note — because  "  Esau 
took  to  wife  Judith,  the  daughter  of  Beeri  the  Hittite,  and 
Bashemath,  the  daughter  of  Elon  the  Hittite,  which  was  a  grief 
of  mind  (bitterness  of  spirit)  unto  Isaac,  his  father,  and 
Rebekah,"  his  mother.  In  plain  English,  he  took  two  mulattoes 
to  wife.  Jacob  was  sent  to  his  kindred  for  a  wife  of  pure  white 
blood.  But  that  there  should  be  no  mistake  or  doubt  from  whom 
this  second  separation  was  intended,  please  turn  to  the  account 
of  Jacob's  wrestling  with  an  angel.  The  angel  asked  his  name, 
and  he  said  Jacob.  "  And  he  said,  thy  name  shall  be  called  no 
more  Jacob,  but  Israel,  for  as  a  Prince  thou  hast  power  with 
God,  and  with  men,  and  hast  prevailed."  Not  a  correct  transla- 
tion, as  can  be  easily  seen,  for  the  word  translated  men,  is  enoshim 
in  Hebrew,  meaning  the  mulattoes,  and  directly  proven  by  their 
subsequent  destruction  by  command  of  God  to  Moses  and  Joshua. 
The  correct  translation  is  this  :  "  For  thou  art  a  Prince  of  God, 
and  hast  favor  (from  God)  to  prevail  over  [enoshim)  the 
mulattoes,"  and  which  he  did,  when  the  twelve  tribes  took 
possession  of  the  land  of  Canaan,  and  destroyed  these  mulattoes, 
the  Canaanites.  Awful  must  be  the  responsibility  of  those  who 
have  translated  and  yet  keep  up  the  translation  of  the  followin  <; 
Hebrew  words,  by  one  word,  "  man,"  if  singular,  and  by  "  men," 
if  plural.  Adhom,  ha  Adhom,  by  which  the  white  man,  the  son 
of  God,  is  designated  by  God  himself ;  Ish,  by  which  the  black 
man,  the  negro,  was  designated  by  Adam  ;  Enosh  (hanosh),  by 
which  the  mulatto,  first  cross  of  the  white  and  black,  was  desig- 
nated by  him,  and  anshey,  by  which  further  crosses  of  the 
whites  ivith  mulattoes  are  designated,  to  the  fifth  cross  by  whites, 
when  the  progeny  then  becomes  extinct,  and  can  propagate  no 
further,  becoming  then  mules,  as  stated  by  God,  as  we  will  see 
by-and-bye.    There  is  no  plural  to  Adhom,  ha  Adhom,  nor 
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-singular,  and  yet  it  is  both;.it  is  neither  masculine  nor  femi- 
nine, and  yet  is  both  masculine  and  feminine ;  and  yet  all  these 
words  are  translated  in  our  Bibles  by  one  word,  man.  But  God 
did  not  intend  that  his  abhorrence  of  such  amalgamations  should 
be  misunderstood,  and  therefore,  in  the  thirty-second  chapter  of 
Deuteronomy,  it  is  made  explicit.  The  MS.  from  which  our 
Bible  is  translated  has  one  of  these  transpositions  of  a  verse, 
in  this  chapter  frequently  to  be  found,  arising  from  the  mistake 
of  the  copyist.  The  fifth  verse  should  follow  tjie  thirty -first ; 
but  this  does  not  disturb  the  meaning  of  the  word  we  intend 
calling  up.  Moses  was  speaking  first  of  God's  people,  and  of 
Jacob  being  the  lot  (among  the  seventy  nations  to  whom  God 
had  given  the  earth)  of  His  inheritance  ;  and  he  afterward  spoke 
of  another  people  that  were  not  God's  people,  and  this  fifth  verse 
belongs  to  the  latter.  We  will  write  it  as  it  should  stand  : 
Thirty-first  verse :  "  For  their  rock  is  not  our  rock,  even  our 
enemies  themselves  being  judges."  Fifth  verse:  "For  they 
have  corrupted  themselves,  their  spot  is  not  the  spot  of  His 
(God's)  children;  they  are  a  perverse  and  crooked  (mixed) 
generation."  Thirty-second  verse  :  "For  their  vine  is  of  the  vine 
of  Sodom  and  Gomorrah  ;  their  grapes  are  grapes  of  gall,  their 
clusters  are  bitter.' '  Thirty-third  verse  :  "  Their  wine  is  the 
poison  of  dragons  and  the  cruel  venom  of  asps."  The  word  we 
refer  to  is  that  translated  spot.  What  spot  is  there  on  God's 
people,  or  any  other  ?  A  white  man  is  white  all  over,  and  that, 
is  called  a  "spot ;  "  a  black  man  is  black  all  over,  and  that  is 
another  "spot a  mulatto  is  yellow  all  over,  and  that  is  an- 
other "  spot."  Most  wonderful  effort  to  make  the  Divine  writer 
say  something  he  did  not  say.  The  word  means  color,  and 
nothing  but  color;  and  then  it  would  read,  "Their  color  is  not 
the  color  of  God's  children" — for  Moses  here  appeals  in  the 
thirty-first  verse  to  them  as  "even  our  enemies  being  judges," 
"  their  rock  (foundation,  their  foundation,)  was  not  our  rock," 
our  foundation,  and  as  enemies  that  they  must  see  that  their 
color  (not  spot)  was  not  the  color  of  God's  people,  who,  in  the 
eighth  verse,  he  tells  us,  were  the  sons  of  Adam  whom  he  sepa- 
rated in  the  days  of  Peleg;  nor  were  the  sons  of  Esau,  the 
mulattoes  had  by  his  Hittite  wives,  God's  people  either,  for 
Jacob  is  the  lot  of  his  inheritance.  Esau,  although  the  brother 
of  Jacob,  was  rejected  of  God,  and  his  mulatto  breed  for  his 
amalgamation  with  Hittite  women.  This  amalgamation  of 
Esau's  "was  a  grief  of  heart,"  a  bitterness  of  spirit  to  Isaac 
and  Rebekah,  his  father  and  mother.  Reader,  why  this  grief  of 
heart,  this  bitterness  of  spirit,  to  Isaac  and  Rebekah  because  of 
Esau's  marriage  ?    Was  not  the  wife  of  Joseph  an  Egyptian, 
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and  that  of  Moses  an  Ethiopian  (not  negro,  however,  but  a 
daughter  of  Kush,  mistranslated  Ethiopian)  but  both  white,  and 
pure  descendants  of  Adam,  and  God  settled  both  these  marriages 
as  proper  ?  Must  there  not  then  be  some  other  reason  for  the  grief 
of  heart  and  bitterness  of  spirit  of  Isaac  and  Rebekah,  and 
which  God  exemplifies  when  he  charged  Moses  that  the  Hebrews 
should  not  take  wives  of  the  Canaanites,  nor  give  their  daughters 
to  them  in  marriage,  but  ordered  their  entire  extermination, 
being  neither  human  nor  brute  ? 

But  let  us  now  return  to  Acts  xvii :  26.  There  are  two  words 
in  the  verse  necessary  to  examine,  "  blood,  one  blood/'  and 
"  nations/'  in  order  to  comprehend  St.  Paul.  The  latter  we 
have  examined  and  shown  it  was  a  name  bestowed  by  God, 
and  as  He  did  that  of  Adam,  and  that  God  applied  it  alone  to 
the  pure  white  descendants  of  Adam.  What  right,  then,  have 
we  to  apply  it  to  any  other  ?  None — for  God  thereby  limited  it 
to  Noah  and  his  three  sons,  who  were  white.  The  negro  was 
then  on  the  earth,  and  if  he  were  a  human  being,  he  was 
strangely  overlooked  by  God  in  the  division  of  the  earth,  for  the 
genealogies  are  all  given  tracing  back  to  Noah — to  Adam  ;  but 
the  negro  is  not  once  named  any  more  than  camels,  horses,  etc., 
and,  therefore,  takes  his  rank  with  them.  St.  Paul,  then,  cor- 
rectly said  to  the  Greeks,  who  were  white,  that  all  the  nations 
God  had  made  of  one  blood — all  pure  white  descendants  of 
Adam  and  Eve  are  of  one  blood,  for  Adam  and  Eve  were 
created  in  one  body,  not  a  pair,  as  were  the  beasts,  but  in  one 
body,  that  immortality,  eternal  life,  might  spring  from  one  com- 
mon center,  and  that  center  God  himself.  Although  this  one 
body  was  formed  out  of  gnapher,  the  dust  of  the  ground,  yet 
when  formed  by  God,  it  was  blood,  no  longer  dust  as  such. 
How  do  we  know  this  ?  We  answer  :  God  gave  the  name  to 
Adam — adhom — ha  adhom.  The  first  syllable  of  which  is  the 
definite  masculine  article  in  Hebrew — the  second,  dhom  in  He- 
brew— dem  in  Arabic,  and  dom  in  Chaldaic,  is  blood — and  the 
etymology  of  the  whole  name  is  the  blood.  We  have  referred 
to  the  Arabic  and  Chaldaic  languages  because  they  both  sprang 
directly  out  of  the  Hebrew,  the  first  through  Ishmael,  the  son 
of  Abraham,  and  the  latter  through  Asshur,  the  son  of  Shem. 
The  reader,  by  turning  to  Lev.  xvii :  11,  God  here  says  to  Moses  : 
li  For  the  life,  Naphesh,  (soul)  of  the  flesh  is  in  the  blood." 
But  life,  chaiyah  was  not  in  the  blood,  the  body  of  Adam 
formed  by  God  of  the  dust  in  any  sense  but  one,  until  after  God 
breathed  into  his  nostrils  the  breath  of,  chaiyah,  life  (it  should 
be  lives,  for  the  word  is  chaiyim)  and  man  (ha  adhom)  became 
a  living  soul — chaiyah  is  life — JWaphesh  is  soul.    What  is 
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the  idea  ?  Plain.  The  child  before  it  is  born  has  life  or  being 
of  some  sort — and  this  life  or  being  is  called  Naphesh,  and  is 
derived  from  its  parents,  but  its  life  it  derives  from  God  the 
moment  it  breathes,  as  in  the  case  of  Adam's  body,  it  became 
"living"  the  moment  God  breathed  into  his  nostrils.  Adam's 
body  was  first  blood — and  God  tells  Moses,  "  For  the  Naphesh 
soul  is  in  the  blood — this  blood  composing  Adam's  body,  includ- 
ing Eve,  making  the  one  blood  contra  to  pairs  s of  animals. 
That  which  God  calls  the  soul  had  that  same  kind  of  animated 
existence  that  the  body  of  the  child  has  before  it  is  born — an  ani- 
mated existence  of  some  kind  derived  from  its  parents,  but  as 
soon  as  it  breathed  it  had  chaiyah,  life — in  Adam's  case,  life 
from  God  ;  for  Adam  never  breathed  this  atmosphere,  this  air 
that  we  now  breathe,  until  after  he  fell.  This  will  be  shown  in 
our  new  work,  now  nearly  ready  for  the  press.  But  now  we  see 
why  St.  Paul  says  of  one  blood.  We  will  now  return  from  this 
long  digression,  and  resume  our  review  of  Dr.  Young  and  others. 

We  have  referred  before  to  the  "grief  of  mind,"  "the  great 
bitterness  of  mind"  to  Isaac  and  Rebekah,  the  marriages  of 
Esau  with  mulatto  women.  What  a  pity  Dr.  Young  had  not 
been  there  to  tell  them  it  was  all  right- — see  his  book,  page  8, 
they  "  could  see  the  Caucasians  are  white,  the  Mongolians  yel- 
low, the  Indians  copper-colored,  the  Malayans  dark-brown,  and 
the  "  negroes  black,  a.  pleasing  variety  of  colors  ;"  and  Isaac  and 
Eebekah  were  very  wrong  in  giving  way  to  their  grief  of  mind 
and  bitterness  of  spirit,  because  Esau  had  added  one  of  these 
"  pleasing  varieties  of  color  "  to  the  family  picture  ;  and  instead 
of  being  grieved  they  should,  on  the  contrary,  be  delighted  in 
having  such  to  sit  round  the  family  board  and  stretch  their  un- 
mentionables and  delicate  feet,  clad  in  No.  13  brogans  under  their 
mahogany,  with  their  kidney  lips,  flat  noses  and  such  odors — 
but  ask,  what  would  Isaac  and  Rebekah  have  thought  of  this  ? 
Would  you,  Doctor,  like  this  "  pleasing  variety  "  around  your 
mahogany,  even  although  you  might  lay  claims  to  one-half  of 
them  ?  Do  not  dodge  this  question  by  saying  that  there  is  now 
an  unjust  prejudice  against  them.  There  is  a  prejudice,  but  it 
is  not  recent — and  it  was  planted  by  God,  when  He  said,  u  I 
will  put  enmity  between  you  and  the  woman,  and  between  your 
seed  and  her  seedn-God  rejected  Esau  and  his  mulattoes — but  Dr. 
Young  would  take  them  into  his  church,  and  hold  love  feasts 
with  them,  but  God  would  not — the  mule  and  mulatto  God 
never  created — never  were  they  put  on  earth  by  Him. 

On  page  35  Dr.  Young  assails  Ariel  for  saying  that  God  inhibited 
any  one  having  a  flat  nose  from  approaching  His  altar  to  make  of- 
ferings upon  it.    God  (not  Ariel),  says  the  one  having  the  flat  nose 
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shall  not  11  approach  ,J  as  all  can  see  that  will  read  Lev.  xxi:  18, 
Yet  the  Doctor  says  he  u  defies  Ariel  to  show  it" — his  language  is: 
"  But  he  (Ariel)  is  careful  not  to  tell  us  where  it  may  be  found.  We 
defy  him  to  show  it."  Reader,  do  you  think  this  D.D.  has  ever  read 
the  Bible?  It  is  true  we  did  not  name  the  chapter  and  verse  where 
it  may  be  found,  for  we  had  an  object  in  not  doing  so ;  we  hoped  in  this 
case  as  in  others  where  chapter  and  verse  axe  not  given,  that  such 
men  as  he  might  be  induced  to  look  it  up,  and  in  this  way  induce 
them  to  examine  God's  Word,  and  while  doing  so,  might  find  some- 
thing else  that  might  be  useful  to  him.  But  s-u-c-h  a  criticism  !  It 
could  only  be  perpetrated  by  such  a  D.D.  But  while  defying  us  in 
one  breath  to  show  where  the  passage  is  to  be  found,  yet,  in  the  very 
next  breath  he  admits  its  existence,  but  says  "it  has  reference  to 
the  personal  appearance  of  the  priests*"  Who,  in  the  name  of  com- 
mon sense,  does  not  know  that  a  flat  nose  must  refer  to  "  personal 
appearance?''  and  it  a  priest  had  one,  God,  not  Ariel,  said  he  should 
"  not  approach"  His  altar.  None  but  a  priest  could  lawfully  "ap- 
proach the  altar  to  make  offerings.  By  men  a  criticism  the  Doc- 
tor shows  that  he  understands  neither  the  Jewish  or  Christian  insti- 
tutions. St.  Paul  plainly  tells  us  (perhaps  the  Doctor  has  never  seen 
and  read  it)  that  the  Jewish  institution  was  typical  of  the  Christian — 
that  the  Jewish  religion  was  the  type,  and  the  Christian  religion  the 
antetype  —  that  the  Jewish  high  priest  was  the  type,  and  Jesus 
Christ  the  antetype — that  the  common  priest  was  the  type,  and 
Christian*  the  antetype.  Now,  if  the  priest  or  person  in  the  type 
having  a  "flat  -nose,"  could  not  approach  God's  altar,  but  was  de- 
barred from  it  by  express  order  from  God  himself,  how  could  the 
antetype,  the  Christian,  do  so?  The  inhibition  is  by  the  order  of 
God  ;  and  such  is,  God's  abhorrence  of  the  negro,  that  it  grieved  Him 
to  His  heart  that  He  had  made  him ;  and  such  His  hatred  of  him 
and  the  mulatto,  that  if  any  priest  had  a  flat  nose  (which  ail  negroes 
and  mulattoes  have),  although  it  was  by  accident,  and  plainly  to  be 
accounted  for;  yet  God,  notwithstanding,  would  not  allow  one  hav- 
ing such  defect  to  "  approach  unto  His  altar.  It  really  looks  to  us  as 
if  it  were  impossible  to  get  any  of  our  fellow-sinners,  Roman  Catho- 
lic or  Protestant,  to  read  God's  Word  to  know  what  it  contains,  to 
know  what  it  says*  Look,  for  example  :  Our  Lord  told  His  disciples 
to  go  into  all  the  world  and  preach  the  Gospel  to  every  creature; 
and  St.  Paul  says  that  in  his  day  "  it  had  been  preached"  to  every 
creature  under  heaven,  whereof  he  was  made  a  minister."  Now, 
-  reader,  is  this  true  ?  Did  St,  Paul  speak  or  write  the  truth  when  he 
said  so  ?  and  that  this  command  of  our  Savior  had  been  fully  ex- 
ecuted, and  the  Gospel  preached  to  every  creature  before  the  death 
of  His  disciples.  Reader,  you  believe  it  —  we  believe  it ;  but  can 
such  men — ao  such  men  believe  it  ?  and  do  they  believe  tha*  St. 
Paul  wrote  the  truth  when  he  said  so?  You  say  they  must  believe 
it — that  they  can  not  help  but  believe  it,  and  believe  also  that  St. 
Paul  did  then  write  the  truth,  that  the  Gospel  had  been  so  preached 
to  every  creature  under  heaven.  Reader,  you  say  this  for  them, 
that  they  can  not  help  but  believe  it  true — this  you  say  for  them — 
but  we  doubt  it  and  we  put  this  question  to  them,  and  dare  their 
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answer.  We  ask  them  to  show  where  either  our  Savior  or  His  evan- 
gelists, 01  His  apostles,  or  either  of  them  ever  preached  to  a  negro  or 
mulatto,  or  ever  baptized  one,  or  ever  established  a  negro  or  mulatto 
church  on  this  earth.  The  Gospel  was  promulgated  by  them  right 
in  the  midst  of  both  negroes  and  mulattoes,  and  we  defy  Dr.  Young 
or  any  man  living  on  earth,  learned  or  unlearned,  Eoman  Catholic 
or  Protestant,  Jew  or  Infidel,  Pagan  or  Mormon  to  put  their  finger 
on  the  case,  or  point  to  the  book,  page,  chapter  or  verse,  that  records 
it  in  the  New  Testament.  And  yet  they  will  make  their  lips  say 
they  believe  St.  Paul,  while  by  their  conduct  they  plainly  say  they 
do  not  believe  him — for  they  will  preach  to  negroes  and  mulattoes, 
baptize,  sprinkle  or  pour  them,  and  establish  4<  churches  "  of  them- 
Reader,  do  you  suppose  that  if  our  Lord  had  intended  that  the  ne- 
gro and  mulatto  should  be  included  in  His  Gospel  any  more  than 
camels,  horses  or  asses,  that  His  disciples  would  have  obeyed  Him  ? 
Certainly  they  would;  and  as  they  did  in  fact  obey  Him  in  letter 
and  in  spirit ;  but  —  never  preached  to  a  negro  or  mulatto  —  never 
baptized  one,  and  never  established  a  church  of  such  or  either  on 
this  earth.  We  defy  all  Christians,  Roman  Catholics  and  Protes- 
tants to  show  such  instance  of  their  having  done  so.  We  say  to 
those  — nay,  God  says  to  them,  stop — go  no  further — come  out  of  her 
my  people,  that  ye  be  not  partakers  of  her  sins,  that  ye  receive  net 
of  her  plagues.  Reader,  what  sin  is  it  that  is  thus  being  committed 
by  all  these  " so-called "  churches,  Roman  Catholic  and  Protestant? 
It  is  the  sin  against  the  Holy  Spirit.  See  Matt,  xii,  and  Mark  iii. 
The  charge  there  made  against  the  Savior  is  that  He  was  in  alliance 
with  Beelzebub—  had  amalgamated  God's  Spirit  with  the  spirit  of 
Beelzebub,  And  pray  what  are  these  "  so-called  "  churches  now  doing 
and  have  been  doing  for  centuries?  Is  it  not. forming  alliances, 
amalgamating  with  and  elevating  the  negro,  the  "  tempter,"  the 
"dragon,"  that  "old  serpent,"  the  "  devil  and  Satan"  along  sicje  of 
God's  children,  and  dividing  with  them,  and  making  them  believe 
they  have  equal  rights  in  God's  promises  of  eternal  life,  and  equal 
rights  in  administering  these  laws  of  God  by  which  His  children  ex- 
pect to  attain  eternal  life.  Come  out  of  her  every  one  who  loves 
and  fears  the  Lord,  or — take  the  consequences — you  can  not  be  for 
the  devil  and  for  God — you  have  the  right  to  serve  the  devil  if  you 
choose,  and  to  go  with  these  who  prefer  his  company  to  that  of  God 
and  His  children. 

The  next  item  of  the  Doctor's  book  to  which  we  will  call  attention 
is  found  on  pages  30  to  35,  headed  "  Scriptural."  God  save  the 
Scriptures  from  any  more  such  scriptural  expose.  We  do  not  know 
when  we  have  read,  or  ever  did  read  before,  any  criticism  so  sub- 
limely childish,  so  supremely  silly,  as  is  found  on  those  pages.  Reader 
bear  with  us,  and  let  us  see  whether  we  have  unjustly  criticised  the 
effort  of  a  D.D. 

A  dispute  now  exists  and  has  existed  from  time  immemorial,  as  to 
the  meaning  of  a  certain  Hebrew  word  found  in  the  Old  Testament, 
and  whether  it  did  describe  a  "  serpent,"  or  was  intended  to  describe 
a  serpent,  or  some  other  beast  or  animal,  or  an  animal  at  all,  or  what 
it  did  describe,  or  was  intended  to  be  described  or  represented  by  it. 
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The  word  is  admitted  by  all  parties  to  this  dispute  to  be  Hebrew, 
and  the  word  in  Hebrew  parlance  is  Nachash,  the  English  Bible  says 
it  is  Serpent,  the  Latin  vulgate  says  it  is  Serpens — the  same  as  "ser- 
pent"— and  the  Greek  says  Ophis,  which  is  the  equivalent  of  the  other 
two,  and  there  they  all  stop,  perfectly  contented  in  mind  that  the 
meaning  is  "  serpent."  Let  us  present  a  paralLel  case  that  will  en- 
able us  to  see  the  line  that  common  sense  points  out,  as  leading  to 
certainty,  infallible  certainty,  in  ascertaining  who  or  what  is  meant, 
and  what  is  the  meaning  that  should  be  attributed  to  the  word.  For 
example  :  A  Spaniard  takes  up  a  book  and  reads  in  English  that  Mr. 
Lincoln  was  killed  in  Washington  City,  by  being  shot  Being  unac- 
quainted .with  the  meaning  of  the  word  sliot,  he  takes  up  an  English 
dictionary  to  learn  the  meaning  of  the  word  shot,  and  finds  it  to  be 
"  an  inert  mass  of  metal  in  globe  form,  round."  Ah  !  now  his  troub- 
les begin,  The  word  "  being11  must  next  be  consulted,  and  now  he 
finds  that  Mr.  Lincoln's  "  being  "  shot  meant  that  he  was  turned  into 
shot  by  some  process.  Many  of  his  and  of  the  succeeding  ages 
become  infidels — do  not  believe  that  Mr.  Lincoln  was  shot  at  all. 
But  the  French  and  Dutch  each  adopt  the  idea  of  the  Spaniard,  that 
Mr.  Lincoln  was  turned  into  shot.  An  Italian,  however,  rejects  this 
meaning,  as  well  as  the  infidelity  engendered  by  it,  that  Mr.  Lincoln 
was  not  shot  and  killed  at  all.  Now,  reader,  would  common  sense 
teach  you,  or  this  Italian,  how  to  prove  both  these  views  of  the  word 
shot  to  be  wrong,  and  at  the  same  time  teach  you  to  know  infallibly 
what  is  true  about  it?  Can't  you  see  plainly  that  all  the  Italian  has 
to  do  is  not  to  stop  and  bother  himself  with  Spanish,  Dutch,  French 
or  infidels,  but  to  appeal  to  the  English  language  and  its  usages,  and 
settle  at  once  the  fact  in  the  case  that  Mr.  Lincoln  was  killeti,  not  by 
being  turned  into  shot,  but  by  having  a  shot  driven  into  him.  Reader, 
could  not  the  Italian  find  out  all  this  with  infallible  certainty  by 
pursuing  such  a  course  ?  You  tell  us  yes,  but  how  much  of  it  would 
he  have  understood,  or  could  he  understand,  had  he  stopped  with  the 
Dutch,  French  and  Spanish  ?  Just  like  our  critics  have  done  with 
this  Hebrew  word — they  run  it  back  from  the  English  "  serpent  "  to 
the  Latin  "serpers,"  and  the  Greek  "  Ophis  "  of  the  Septuagint,  and 
there  they  stop — nay,  they  now  do  worse,  they  give  us  long  criti- 
cisms and  commendations  of  the  "Septuagint  Greet  version,"  its 
great  value,  that  it  was  invariably  quoted  by  the  Savior  and  his  Evan- 
gelists and  apostles,  in  preference  to  the  original  Hebrew,  or  at  least  that 
they  regarded  the  Septuagint  version  of  equal  value  with  the  Hebrew, 
— not  one  word  of  which  is  true,  as  the  reader  of  our  new  work,  "  The 
White  Man,"  will  see. 

But  that  we  may  show  how  easily,  and  how  infallibly  certain  this 
Hebrew  word  "Nachash"  could  have  been,  and  yet  can  be  understood, 
we  will  commence  by  removing  a  stumbling  block  out  of  the  way. 
The  English  Bible,  following  the  Latin,  has  this  word  u  serpent," 
the  Latins  have  it  "  serpens,"  meaning  the  same,  and  they  had  it 
from  the  Greek  of  the  Septuagint  version,  "  Ophis,"  and  those  had  it 
from  the  Egyptian  idea  of  how  "  evil "  was  first  introduced  into  the 
world,  prefigured  by  their  God  Apop,  the  principle  of  evil,  but  carried 
out  into  action  as  Ap  Ophis,  and  there  they  are  contented  to  stop,  be- 
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cause  the  Septuagint  has  it  Ophis — a  version  made  for  a  Greek  King 
to  put  into,  his  library  at  Alexandria.  In  other  words,  they  are  con- 
tent to  trace  the  English  word  "  serpent "  to  the  Latin,  the  Latin 
to  the  Greek,  and  the  Greek  to  what  ?  To  the  Hebrew  ?  No.  But 
they  insist  that  the  translators  of  the  Septuagint  were  making  that 
translation  direct  from  the  Hebrew.  We  admit  this,  but  say  in  re- 
gard to  this  word  Nachashy  it  is  not  translated  at  all,  and  that  the 
word  Ophis  is  not  the  representative  or  equivalent  of  Nachashy  and 
therefore  Ophis  is  a  substitution  and  not  a  translation  of  Nachash. 
Why  do  we  say  so  ?  Simply  because  the  word  "  Nachash  "  is  not  the 
Hebrew  word  for  serpent  The  Hebrew  language,  like  all  the  langua- 
ges referred  to,  has  its  own  proper  word  for  "  serpent/'  and  that  word 
is  not  Nachashy  but  is  Saraph.  While  readily  admitting  that  Ophis 
in  Greek,  and  Serpens  in  Latin,  means  "  serpent 11  in  English,  yet, 
neither  of  these  is  the  representative  of  the  Hebrew  word  Nachash  or  the 
Hebrew  word  for  serpent,  which  is  Saraph  ;  and  this  word  Nachash  is  a 
totally  different  word,  and  has  a  meaning  totally  different  from  that 
of  Saraph — a  serpent.  If  the  tempter  had  been  in  reality  a  serpent 
of  any  kind,  there  was  the  proper  Hebrew  word  Saraph  by  which 
to  designate  it,  and  which  would  unquestionably  have  been  used  by 
the  Divine  writer,  had  the  tempter  been  a  snake  of  any  kind.  Why 
this  plain,  simple  solution  of  this  vexed  question  had  never  present- 
ed itself  before  to  either  Greek,  Latin  or  English  scholars,  conversant 
at  the  same  time  with  the  Hebrew  language,  can  only  be  accounted 
for  on  the  same  principle  which  St.  Paul  applied  to  the  Jews,  viz.: 
that  "blindness  in  part  hath  happened  unto  Israel,  until  the  fulness 
of  the  Gentiles  be  come  in ;  "  or  his  other  saying,  viz.:  "  that  the 
times  of  this  ignorance  God  winked  at."  But  even  with  this  solu- 
tion to  aid  us,  we  confess  it  has  always  been  a  matter  of  surprise 
bordering  on  amazement,  why  any  thing  so  palpably  plain  has  not 
long  since  been  seen.  Particularly  and  especially  so,  as  the  whole 
narrative  is  filled  with  such  and  so  many  impossibilities  of  its  being 
intended  to  describe  a  snake  of  any  kind.  And  happening  too,  when 
every  thing  had  just  been  pronounced  by  a  Being  too  wise  to  err, 
and  too  good  to  mislead,  not  only  u  goody  but  very  good.11  While  all 
was  purity  and  innocence,  the  tempter  is  introduced  by  these  trans- 
lators to  our  notice,  by  an  impossibility  that  he  was  a  serpent  or 
snake  of  any  kind,  in  a  conversation  voluntarily  began  and  carried  on  by 
him  with  Eve,  which  dehors  this  idea  of  a  serpent  altogether.  The 
sentence  pronounced  upon  him,  equally  shows  that  his  power  of 
speech  was  to  be  continuous  while  the  human  race  exists  on  earth — 
"  for  I  will  put  enmity  between  you  and  the  woman,  and  between 
your  seed  and  her  seed."  Now,  had  it  been  a  serpent,  when  the  first 
tempter  died  how  was  a  knowledge  of  this  enmity  to  be  conveyed  or 
transmitted  to  hw  seed  f  It  could  only  be  but  by  the  same  way 
it  was  transmitted  to  the  woman's  seed,  by  speechy  and  it  was  by 
speech,  and  to  be  continued  by  speech  as  long  as  either  had  seed. 
God  recognized  his  ability  to  speak,  and  addressed  him  in  speech. 
Had  it,  or  him,  been  any  fallen  being  that  thus  possessed  the  serpent 
and  fr©m  any  other  sphere,  would  not  God  have  known  it  ?  And 
would  he  not  have  made  him  quit  the  serpent's  body,  and  stand  forth 
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in  his  proper  person,  whatever  that  might  be  ?  If  it  was  such  a 
being  as  Catholics  and  Protestants  call  a  devil,  a  personal  omnipresent 
devil,  in  every  one's  heart  all  over  the  world  at  one  and  the  same 
moment,  why  would  not  he  or  it  have  incarnated  Eve  or  Adam 
rather  than  a  snake  ?  If  he  does  so  now,  why  not  then  ?  If  it  were 
such  a  fallen  being  as  it  is  held  to  be  by  Roman  Catholics  and  Protes- 
tants, and  driven  out  of  heaven,  or  from  any  other  sphere  or  place, 
would  not  tjie  power  that  drove  be  the  power  to  send,  and  would  God 
send  such  a  being  with  all  his  guilt  and  wickedness  to  this  earth, 
where  all  was  purity  and  innocence, — 41  good,  very  good  ?  "  Would 
God  send  him  here  as  a  place  of  punishment  f  What  kind  of  punish- 
ment is  that  to  be  thus  associated  with  innocence  ?  and  if  he  did,  would 
he  not  have  informed  Adam  and  Eve  of  it  ?  It  would  be  monstrous 
if  he  did  not,  for  he  had  certainly  told  them  that  all  was  "  good,  very 
good."  But  the  truth  is,  there  is  no  such  being  on  earth  now  or  ever 
was  as  a  personal,  independent  and  omnipresent  devil,  as  now  fills  the 
minds  and  heads  of  Roman  Catholics  and  Protestant  Christendom. 
The  idea  is  horrible  and  revolting.  No  man  or  woman  can  believe  it, 
who  will  believe  what  God  says,  not  what  poor  Ariel  says,  but  what 
God,  our  father  in  heaven,  says.  It  is  not  in  his  Word.  We  do  not 
wish,  nor  do  we  intend  to  be  misunderstood.  We  admit  that  the 
words  "tempter,"  "Satan,"  "dragon,"  that  "Old  Serpent,"  the 
"devil,"  are  of  frequent  occurrence  in  the  Bible,  aud  are  aliases  for 
one  and  the  same  thing  or  being,  which  leads  us  to  wrong  doing;  but 
while  this  is  true,  it  is  wholly  untrue,  the  common  and  accepted  idea 
of  a  personal  devil,  now  universally  entertained  over  the  world,  and 
held  by  all  Roman  Catholics  and  Protestants,  all  of  which  will  be 
plainly  shown  in  our  other  work,  "  The  White  Man."  Now,  reader, 
we  called  your  attention  to  these  silly  and  absurd  criticisms  of  Dr. 
Young,  oh  this  word  Nachash,  (who  does  not  seem  to  know  that  the 
Divine  writer  adopted  the  current  aliases  of  the  time,  whatever  they 
may  have  been,  but  the  meaning  is  always  that  originally  assigned,) 
for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  he  not  only  does  not  understand 
what  he  is  writing  about,  but  that  he  is  also  continually  stultifying 
himself,  and  that  he  does  not  know,  or  does  not  believe,  what  even 
the  Holy  Spirit  says  ;  for  he  asks  the  question  :  "  Who  was  the  ser- 
pent? We  cannot  tell,  but  the  Holy  Spirit  can."  Now,  if  the  Holy 
Spirit  (not  Ghost)  did  know  and  did  tell,  why  did  not  the  Doctor 
believe  him,  for  he  says"  we  cannot  tell?"  He  is  just  as  ignorant 
after  the  Holy  Spirit  has  told  him,  as  he  was  before,  but  he  is  frank 
in  admitting  it.    Can  such  a  man  ever  understand  the  Scriptures  ? 

Reader,  we  will  now  explain  how  this  word  Nachash,  ha  Nachash, 
came  to  be  translated  "  serpent "  in  our  English  Bibles,  following 
the  Latin  Vulgate  "  serpens,"  and  this  version  following  the  septun- 
gint  Greek  version,  "  ophis."  (The  history  of  the  septuagint  ver- 
sion, its  translators  and  translation,  is  given  in  our  new  work,  "  The 
White  Man,"  to  which  we  refer  our  readers ; )  but  we  will  briefly 
state  it  here. 

Ptolemy,  by  an  antiphrasis  called  Philadelphus,  succeeded  his 
father  Ptolemy  Lagus,  sometimes  called  Soter,  to  the  throne  of 
Egypt  ante  anno  Domini  284.    He  commenced  the  establishment 
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of  a  large  library  at  Alexandria,  the  capital  of  his  empire,  in  which 
he  wished  to  place  a  copy  of  the  laws  of  the  different  nations,  eccle- 
siastic as  well  as  political.  Ptolemy  was  a  Greek,  his  capital  cicy 
was  Greek,  Egypt,  Libya,  etc.  constituting  his  empire  and  speaking 
and  writing  the  Greek  language  of  the  days  of  Alexander  the 
Great,  called  in  the  eastern  countries  the  Syro-Chaldaic  Greek. 
Ptolemy  and  his  people  partook  of  all  the  Grecian  peculiarities  and 
prejudices  against  other  nations.  They  were  pagan  idolaters,  had 
their  own  gods  and  goddesses,  their  own  cosmogony  ftnd  religion. 
In  the  Jewish  cosmogony  nor  religion  did  they  believe  at  all,  and 
certainly  neither  the  Egyptians  or  Greeks  of  Ptolemy's  kingdom 
believed  in  either  the  truth  or  divine  inspiration  of  the  Jewish  law 
found  in  the  books  of  Moses.  Nor  did  they  believe  that  one  word 
of  it  was  ever  spoken  by  God  to  them  or  to  any  man  of  their  nation, 
but  did  believe  in  the  divine  inspiration  of  their  own  religion,  and 
how  evil  was  first  introduced  into  the  world.  It  was  for  this  king 
and  for  these  people  that  Ptolemy,  264  years  B.  C.,  (not  284,  as  said 
by  Dr.  Young,)  had  this  "Septuagint "  version  made.  As  a  people 
they  hated  the  Jews  with  a  perfect  hatred,  despised  their  laws  and 
form  of  worship,  and  earnestly  believed  that  whatever  was  either 
"good"  or  "true"  in  the  Jewish  laws  or  books  they  had  stolen  from 
the  Egyptians,  their  ancient  masters.  That  this  was  the  character 
of  the  translators  and  of  the  people  for  whom  Ptolemy  had  this  ver- 
sion made  264  years  B.  C.,  no  accurate  scholar  can  doubt.  The 
Pentateuch  (five  books  of  Moses)  was  translated  at  first,  and  by  five 
translators,  as  its  internal  evidence  plainly  shows,  and  they  most 
evidently  were  not  and  could  not  have  been  Jews,  much  less  that  it  was 
done  or  could  have  been  done  by  seventy-two  Jews,  (whence  the 
name  Septuagint) ;  and  the  remaining  portions  of  ,the  Old  Testament 
were  not  translated  for  more  than  a  century  afterward,  as  its  idioms 
most  clearly  prove ;  and  therefore  when  Dr.  Young  says  (see  page 
32  of  his  book,)  that  the  "learned  Jews11  selected  by  Ptolemy  to 
make  this  version  understood  their  own  language,  he  is  simply  mis- 
taken in  attributing  it  to  Jews,  either  learned  or  unlearned.  Jews 
did  not  make  the  translation,  and  even  if  Jews  did  make  it,  the 
Greek  word  ophis  is  not  a  translation  of,  but  a  substitution  for  the 
Hebrew  ha  nachash.  The  first  five  books  of  the  Bible  were  all  thai 
Ptolemy  had  translated,  and  those  were  translated  most  evidently,  as 
we  have  said,  by  five  Greek  translators,  and  not  by  Jews,  as  the 
internal  evidence  shows.  They  had  proceeded  but  a  short  way  in 
the  book  of  Genesis  before  they  came  to  "  the  Jewish  "  idea  of  how 
evil  was  introduced  into  the  world.  Ptolemy's  subjects,  the  Egyp- 
tians, had  their  own  ideas  of  how  this  was  effected.  Thus:  In  the 
earliest  times  of  Egypt,  Osiris  and  Typho  (or  Seth)  were  considered 
part  of  the  same  divine  system,  and  representing  good  and  evil  as 
principles,  or  as  &  principle  applied  separately.  At  the  first,  evil  as  a 
principle  was  not  confounded  with  sin  or  wickedness  in  human  action. 
In  later  times  (but  still  long  antedating  Grecian  domination,)  sin 
or  wickedness  in  human  conduct  was  figured  in  hieroglyphics  as 
apop,  "  the  giant,"  who,  in  the  form  of  ap  ophis,  "  the  great  serpent," 
"  the  enemy  of  gods  and  men,"  and  whose  figure  (in  hieroglyphics,) 
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is  represented  as  pierced  by  the  spears  of  other  deities.  In  later 
times  of  Egyptian  history,  just  before  and  subsequent  to  Grecian 
domination  under  Alexander  the  Great,  the  names  of  Osiris  and 
Typho  were  placed  synonymously  in  the  names  of  some  kings, 
intending  to  show  the  newly-crowned  monarchs  that  good  and  evil 
affected  the  world  equally  as  a  necessary  condition  of  life.  The 
conflict  of  wickedness  and  goodness  was  not,  however,  a  novel  idea  or 
thing  with  the  Egyptians,  as  is  shown  by  their  most  ancient  repre- 
sentative of  the  snake,  "  giant,"  apop,  the  symbol  of  sin  in  their 
theology.  (A  question  here  for  the  learned  linguist:  Is  not  the 
ancient  Egyptian  language  the  first  form  of  the  Greek  tongue?  It 
looks  that  way.) 

When  these  translators  reached  the  third  chapter  of  Genesis,  the 
"Jewish"  idea  as  to  how  evil  was  introduced  into  the  world  pre- 
sented itself  under  the  word  nachash  as  the  introducer  of  it.  Now 
what  did  they  do  ?  They  had  their  own  introducer  of  evil  in  their 
god  apop,  "  the  giant,"  and  evil  in  active  wickedness  as  ap  ophis,  and 
without  a  qualm  of  conscience  adopted  the  Egyptian  tvord  and  idea 
"  ophis"  and  thus  this  word  ophis,  meaning  "  serpent,"  was  intro- 
duced by  substitution  into  that  version,  for  it  is  not  a  translation  of 
the  Hebrew  word  nachash,  nor  is  nachash — ha  nachash  the  Hebrew 
for  serpent;  for  the  Hebrew  word  for  serpent  is  saraph  and  not 
nachash.  The  current  language  of  the  world  on  the  introduction  of 
Christianity  was  the  Greek  of  the  "Septuagint,"  and  being  the  only 
translation  of  the  Old  Testament  from  the  Hebrew,  the  early  Chris- 
tians were  forced  to  read  it  and  to  accept  it,  as  they  had  no  other, 
and  could  not  read  the  original  Hebrew,  and  thus  this  error,  this 
great  error  was  unfortunately  canonized,  if  not,  in  the  language  of 
Lord  Bacon,  "  deified,"  and  the  Christian  world  led  astray  and  kept 
astray  from  the  truth  by  the  cowardice  of  our  learned  men,  afraid  to 
touch  an  error  so  venerable  by  its  age,  if  not  by  its  truth.  The 
mist  hanging  around  the  catastrophe  of  the  garden  will  be  scattered 
and  the  true  meaning  given,  in  our  other  work,  to  God's  words  when 
he  described  the  fall  of  our  venerable  and  noble  father  and  beauti- 
ful though  credulous  mother. 

We  drop  this  digression,  and  return  to  our  review  of  Dr.  Young's 
pamphlet.  His  inaccuracies  of  dates,  statements  of  facts,  references 
to  ancient  history,  and  of  Biblical  history  are  numerous. 

He  says,  (see  page  32,)  the  septuagint  version  was  made  by  Ptol- 
emy Philadelphus  about  285  years  B.  C.  Wrong ;  at  that  date  his 
father,  Ptolemy  Lagus,  was  on  the  throne ;  (2)  it  was  made  264 
years  B.  C.  He  says  it  was  made  by  learned  Jews.  (3)  Wrong ; 
it  was  made  by  Greeks  and  for  a  Greek  king,  (all  his  little  modem 
histories  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding;)  (4)  only  the  Pentateuch 
was  translated  for  Ptolemy  Philadelphus ;  (5)  the  remaining  por- 
tions may  have  been,  in  part,  translated  by  Jews  in  the  next  follow- 
ing two  hundred  years,  but  if  Jews,  it  is  plain  they  were  bad 
Hebrew  scholars,  and  worse  Greek. 

He  says  (page  32)  that  the  Latin  Vulgate  was  made  by  St.  Jer- 
ome at  the  command  of  Pope  Damascus,  A.  D.  384.  The  errors  of 
this  statement  are :  (6)  there  was  no  command  for  doing  s  j  :  Jerome 
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commenced  it  voluntarily  in  the  fall  of  385  with  the  book  of  Kings, 
and  finished  A.  D.  405  with  the  book  of  Jeremiah ;  (7)  there  nevei 
was  a  Pope  of  the  name  of  Damascus ;  (8)  there  was  no  Pope  of  any 
name  in  A.  D.  384,  (9)  nor  for  more  than  two  hundred  years  after  ; 
(10)  we  defy  Dr.  Young  with  the  aid  and  assistance  of  any  Eoman 
Catholic  now  living  to  find  even  the  word  Pope,  as  now  applied  to 
the  august  personage  filling  the  papal  chair,  in  any  contemporaneous 
history  of  the  first  six  centuries  of  the  Christian  era,  either  political, 
ecclesiastical  or  any  other  writer  or  writing.  We  mean  no  technicality 
about  the  modern  epithet  "  Pope,"  but  we  intend  to  include  all  his- 
torians, all  writers,  in  all  languages  then  spoken  on  earth  for  the  first 
six  centuries  of  the  Christian  era,  to  find  in  these  any  representative 
word  for  the  modern  term  Pope.  He  can  not,  with  the  assistance  of 
every  living  Roman  Catholic  to  aid  him — and  he  may  have  in  addi- 
tion to  these,  all  of  the  D.D.s  of  "  his  own  Church,"  and  especially 
one  W.  P.  Harrison,  D.D.,  late  editor  of  the  Methodist  Quarterly,  in 
Nashville,  and  every  learned  man  now  living,  whether  "Protestant," 
Jew  or  infidel — find  that  term  in  any  language  ever  spoken  and 
written  on  earth  in  the  first  six  centuries  of  the  Christian  era,  as  now 
applied  to  the  head  of  the  Roman  Catholic  Church.  Try  your 
hand,  doctor ;  if  for  no  other  object,  that  you  may  feel  and  know 
that  "  ignorance  is  bliss." 

But  the  doctor  goes  on  and  says :  "  The  translation  of  the  com- 
mon English  Bible  was  made  by  forty-seven  of  the  most  learned  lin- 
guists the  English  nation  ever  produced."  How  many  mistakes  here, 
reader  ?  (11)  Of  the  fifty-four  appointed  by  the  "  mother  mur- 
derer," his  majesty  King  James,  but  three  were  Hebrew  scholars. 
Of  these,  two  died  before  a  single  word  was  translated,  and  the 
remaining  one,  James  Lively,  died  before  a  single  book  had  been 
translated,  or  contemporaneous  history  is  of  no  value  in  settling 
such  a  question ;  and,  further,  there  was  but  one  other  good 
Hebrew  scholar  in  England,  and  that  was  Hugh  Broughton,  but  he 
being  a  Roman  Catholic  was  tabooed  by  his  majesty  King  James. 
The  remainder  were  tolerable  Greek  and  Latin  scholars,  perhaps, 
and  they  compiled  "our"  English  version  from  the  translation  of 
William  Tindall,  who  was  burnt  at  the  stake  for  making  his  trans- 
lation, and  from  Miles  Coverdale's  translation,  the  Latin  Vulgate, 
and  the  Septuagint  Greek,  with  their  own  (in  part)  translation  of 
the  New  Testament  from  the  Greek.  We  wonder  what  sort  of 
schools  and  colleges  can  make  such  D.D.s  ?  We  have  not  space  to 
go  on  with  the  Doctor's  inaccuracies  and  must  stop. 

The  doctor  is  very  fastidious  about  Ariel's  grammar  and  the  words 
he  uses ;  they  seem  to  grate  upon  his  refined  ears  and  sensibilities, 
and  he  says  they  are  not  the  words  of  the  learned.  We  can't  help 
that.  We  did  use  the  words  "  races,"  "  suspicioned,"  "  recitement," 
and'  "  propitiated,"  italicizing  the  latter  to  arrest  attention  to  a  par- 
ticular crime  that  could  not  and  would  not  be  forgiven  ;  but  it 
seems  to  have  been  too  big  a  "  boo  "  for  the  doctor,  and  upset  him 
entirely,  when  we  intended  only  to  make  him  pause  by  the  meto- 
nymy. This  fastidiousness  may  be  excused ;  he  could  not  answer 
Ariel's  arguments,  and  must  find  fault  with  something. 
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A  parcel  of  Austrian  generals,  captured  prisoners  to  the  first 
Napoleon,  were  one  day  criticising  the  Frenchman ;  that  he  was  no 
general,  did  not  understand  military  science  at  all,  did  not  know 
how  to  fight  a  battle  scientifically,  as  a  great  general  should  do,  that 
he  ignored  all  the  rules  by  which  great  commanders  planned  and 
fought  battles,  that  he  would  come  up  as  though  he  intended  to 
fight  them  in  front,  and  while  they  (the  Austrians)  were  waiting  for 
him  to  come  on  and  begin  the  fight,  the  fool  had  sent  troops  to  each 
flank  and  rear,  and  all  the  use  he  made  of  those  in  front  was  to  take 
them  all  prisoners  and  never  fought  them  at  all.  We  commend  this 
Austrian  consolation  to  the  doctor. 

But  there  is  one  point  more  that  we  must  take  up,  as  the  Doctor 
exults  greatly  in  it.  The  reader  will  find  it  on  page  5  of  the  Doc- 
tor's book,  thus :  "  Ethnological,  Ariel  says  on  page  4,  it  will  be  ad- 
"  mitted  by  all  and  contradicted  by  none,  that  we  have  existing  on 
"  earth  two  races  of  men,  the  white  and  the  black.  Varieties  would 
"  be  the  word  used  by  the  learned  of  this  age.  The  negro  belongs 
"to  the  class  Mammalia  (who  made  that  class,  Doctor)?  to  the  order 
"  Bimana  (who  made  the  order?)  to  the  genus  homo  (who  fixed 
"  this  ?)  to  the  species  man.  He  (the  negro)  is  one  of  the  varieties." 
Under  this  "  learned  "  division  on  page  10  he  undertakes  to  prove 
that  the  negro  and  white  man  are  of  one  common  parentage,  from 
having  the  same  number  of  bones,  the  same  number  of  teeth,  and 
both  belonging  to  "  his  class  Mammalia,  order  Bimana,  genus  homo, 
and  species  man" — in  other  words,  that  this  Latin  classification  is  con- 
clusive that  the  negro  and  white  man  are  from  one  common  parent- 
age, and  for  proof  of  this  assumption  he  tells  us  that  they  have  the 
same  number  of  bones,  the  same  number  of  milk  teeth,  replaced  by  the 
same  number  of  permanent  teeth — period  of  gestation  the  same,  the 
number  of  young  at  a  birth,  "ajperfect  similarity,"  a  "perfect  unani- 
mity" (see  page  10).  This  is  his  proof.  And  "gingerly"  he 
gives  us  for  example,  the  genus  Equus,  which  covers  likewise  the 
ass  and  horse.  # 

Reader,  let  us  test  the  value  of  this  classification,  and  number  of 
bones,  and  teeth,  etc.,  if  it  have  any,  in  proving  the  "  unity  of  the 
human  race,"  and  that  of  the  ass  and  horse  race,  as  springing  as  such 
from  one  common  center  or  parentage.  The  ass  has  the  same  number 
of  milk  teeth  as  the  horse,  replaced  by  the  same  number  of  perma- 
nent teeth — has  the  same  number  of  bones,  the  period  of  gestation 
the  same,  the  number  of  young  at  a  birth  the  same — in  Dr.  Young's 
language  "a  perfect  similarity,"  "a  perfect*  unanimity."  Now,  rea- 
der, a  single  question :  Is  the  ass  the  father  of  the  horse  ?  Just 
about  as  much  as  he  is  the  father  of  such  D.D.s  as  the  Doctor.  But 
we  had  an  object  in  calling  up  the  Doctor's  "class  Mammalia,"  etc. 
He  does  not  seem  to  have  the  least  idea  why  it  was  made,  that  it 
was  originally  intended  as  an  aid  to  scientific  or  matter  of  fact  re- 
searches, just  as  algebraical  figures  or  signs  serve  as  aids  in  mathe- 
matics. But  whatever  aid  this  may  thus  have  afforded,  it  has  in- 
flicted a  thousand  fold  more  evil  on  just  such  minds  and  just  such 
education  as  the  Doctor  has  been  afflicted  with.  He  thinks  it  con- 
clusive that  all  belonging  to  any  c'assification,  etc.,  have  orie  com- 
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Hion  center  of  parentage — if  this  is  not  his  idea,  why  introduce  it 
to  prove  a  common  parentage  for  white  and  black? 

Keader,  look  at  the  absurdity — the  negro  and  the  rat  are  included 
in  this  "  class"  as  well  as  the  negro  and  the  white  man.  Is  the  rat 
the  father  of  the  negro  ?  or  the  negro  the  father  of  the  rat?  Decide, 
Doctor ;  you  are  "  scientifically  learned.  Again :  then  what 
use  was  intended  by  these  various  classifications  ?  All  fruits  are  like- 
wise included  in  one  class ;  but  because  this  is  done,  does  it  prove 
the  sour  wild  crab  apple  to  be  the  "  father"  of  the  golden  pippin 
or  belle-flower?  or  that  either  is  the  father  of  the  crab.  Grapes  are 
similarly  classed,  but  does  it  follow  from  such  classification  that  the  lit- 
tle black,  sour  grape  of  our  forest  is  the  u  father  "  of  the  luscious  Ma- 
deira, Malaga  orCatawbas?  because  naturalists,  for  a  mere  matter  of 
convenience  to  themselves,  have  put  those  and  the  others  into  classes, 
does  it  prove  them  one  and  the  same  ?  The  man  that  believes  the 
one  or  the  other  is  qualified  to  believe  anything  but  the  Bible. 

On  page  five  he  says:  "  But  stop.  Ariel  is  not  familiar  with  the 
great  naturalists  of  the  world,  Linnaeus,  Blumenbach,  Cuvier,  the 
two  Humboldts,  Owen,  Prichard,  Bunsen,  Lepsius,  Bachman,  and 
others,"  to  which  the  Doctor  refers,  as  authority  for  the  unity  of 
the  human  race,  and  that  the  "  negro  is  a  descendant  of  Adam  and 
Eve,  that  he  is  the  progeny  of  Ham,  that  he  is  a  human  being  and 
has  an  immortal  soul."  His  "  familiarity "  with  them  has  been  a 
decided  disadvantage  to  him.  But,  reader,  will  you  think?  Learned 
men,  "  so  called,"  rarely  ever  do.  Doctor  Young  is,  we  are  told,  a 
member  of  one  of  the  religious  sects  of  the  day  that  u  professes  "  to 
believe  in  God  and  in  His  Word,  that  he  makes  speeches  or  "  ser- 
mons" about  God  and  His  Word  every  Sunday.  Now  we  have  a 
question  to  put  to  you :  If  God  had  ever  made  any  of  these  things, 
as  Doctor  Young  alleges,  or  had  said  any  of  the  things  as  stated  and 
believed  by  Doctor  Young,  ivould  not  Doctor  Young  have  referred  to 
Him  and  to  His  Word  for  the  truth  and  proof  of  his  assertions  in 
preference  to  such  men,  or  to  any  man,  or  any  set  of  men  ?  Surely. 
If  &od,  or  Moses,  or  our  Savior,  or  His  apostles  had  ever  said  that 
the  negro  and  white  man  were  of  one  common  parentage,  would  not 
Doctor  Young  have  referred  to  them  (that  is  if  he  had  ever  read  the 
Bible  and  found  it)  for  his  proof,  rather  than  to  any  man  ever  pro- 
duced on  earth?  Most  certainly  he  would.  What  then  do  you 
think  of  Doctor  Young,  when  he  refers  you  for  proof  of  a  Bible  fact 
(if  fact  at  all),  not  to  the  Bible,  but  to  Atheists,  Deists  and  Infidels  f 
Look  at  the  names  ?  If  any  Divine  writer  had  ever  said  what  Doctor 
Young  contends  for,  would  he  not  have  called  them  forth  to  sustain 
his  averment,  rather  than  any  mere  man  ?  But  the  fact  being  patent 
on  the  face  of  God's  Book  that  no  Divine  writer  had  said  so,  the 
Doctor  has  to  do  the  next  best  thing  in  his  power,  call  on  the  devil 
and  his  angels.  Had  the  Bible  contained  the  desired  proof,  "  these 
greatest  naturalists  the  world  ever  produced  "  would  not  have  been 
named ;  but  the  wanted  proof  not  being  in  God's  Word,  the  atheists 
and  infidels  had  to  be  resorted  to.  Keader,  the  Bible  is  a  most 
wonderful  Book.    All  other  books  refer  to  others  for  support — the 
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Bible  never,  but  like  the  sun  it  gives  light  to  all — it  gives,  but 
borrows  none. 

The  learned  men  long  since  saw  the  follies  into  which  such  men 
were  running  their  "  classifications,' '  made  to  serve  a  special  conven- 
ience of  their  own,  therefore  to  guard  against  just  such  absurdities 
as  the  Doctor's,  long  since  announced,  that  notwithstanding  this 
classification  of  different  animals  together,  yet  they  distinctly  stated 
"  That  a  horse  remains  distinct  as  a  horse ;  the  ass  as  an  ass ;  the 
goat  a  goat;  the  sheep  a  sheep;  the  dog  a  dog,  &c,  through  all 
varieties  in  such  classifications."  Dr.  Bachman,  quoted  by  Doctor 
Young,  so  asserts.  If  it  is  true,  as  every  man  of  common  sense 
knows  it  to  be,  that  the  horse,  the  camel,  the  bull,  the  ass,  the  lion, 
the  cat,  the  dog,  the  hog,  &c.,  were  all  separate  and  distinct  creations 
of  God  originally,  and  will  continue  distinct  while  the  world  stands, 
why  should  any  one  doubt  for  a  moment  that  the  negro  and  white 
man  are  equally  distinct  and  separate  creations  of  the  same  all-wise 
God?  It  is  God's  order,  uniform  in  its  character  (1),  darkness,  black- 
ness, on  the  face  of  the  deep;  (2)  then  light  created ;  (3)  then  night 
preceded  the  day,  and.  this  is  repeated  six  times;  the  black  man 
first,  then  the  white  man ;  the  first  from  the  ark,  a  raven,  black,  and 
which  did  not  return  to  the  ark,  showing  that  black  is  the  damned 
color,  hath  no  eternal  life  abiding  in  it,  and  never  returns  to  God ; 
then  the  dove  (white  dove)  which  did  return  to  Noah.  But  Doctor 
Young  insists  that  the  white  man  and  the  negro  are  one  and  the 
same,  and  quotes  a  Doctor  Owen,  Professor  in  the  Eoyal  College  of 
Surgeons,  who,  he  says  (look  at  the  buzzard  puking),  has  without  a 
dissenting  voice  been  placed  at  the  head  of  the  lists  of  comparative  anato- 
mists of  this  or  any  other  age—  (what  a  great  man  in  this  D.D.'s  esti- 
mation ;  he  knows  more  than  God,  or  Moses,  more  than  Christ  or 
his  apostles)  says :  "Man  is  the  sole  species  of  his  genus,  the  sole 
representative  (including  the  negro  variety)  of  his  order."  "And 
this  matured  conviction  we  are  assured  is  similar  to  the  convictions 
of  Cuvier,  the  two  Humboldts,  of  Lepsius,  of  Bunsen,  of  Prichard, 
of  Martin  and  Latham,  and  of  the  most  eminent  naturalists  of  every 
country."  And  these  •  respectable"  witnesses  are  atheists,  deists  and 
infidels,  although  there  are  several  D.D.s  among  them,  men  who  deny 
the  authenticity  and  inspiration  of  the  Book  of  Genesis.  Reader, 
from  this  you  may  learn  that  the  devil  has  his  colleges  for  conferring 
titles  of  D.D.,  and  you  had  better  know  before  hand  whose  college  it 
is  that  confers  the  title,  or  you  might  get  into  the  wrong  one.  Bunsen 
and  Prichard,  both  D.D.s,  yet  they  reject  the  Book  of  Genesis,  its 
cosmogony,  its  genealogy,  its  chronology  and  the  flood. 

Now,  reader,  if  there  were  a  syllable  of  truth,  of  God's  truth,  in 
the  conclusions  of  Dr.  Owen  and  these  u  most  eminent  naturalists 
of  every  country,"  why  not  have  referred  at  once  to  the  Bible  for  their 
truth,  giving  chapter  and  verse  ?  Why  refer  you  to  atheists,  deists 
and  infidels  ?  Why  not  refer  you  to  the  devil  at  once,  as  neither 
God,  Moses,  nor  prophet  had  ever  said  anything  of  the  kind  in  God's 
Bible  ?  Ariel  had  accepted  the  Bible  as  true,  and  the  questions  at 
issue  were  to  be  settled  "  alone  by  the  Bible."  Why  this  change  of 
venue  from  the  Bible  to  infidels- and  atheists,  to  Satan  himself  and  his 
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imps?  This  change  of  venue  involves  a  controversy  or  fight,  not 
over  the  negro  and  white  man,  but  whether  God's  word  is  true  or 
false.  If  this  controversy  is  tendered  or  desired  by  the  Doctor  and 
his  authorities,  he  will  be  met,  and  will  soon  find  that  the  man  has 
never  yet  lived,  and  does  not  now  live  on  this  earth,  who  can  successfully 
and  logically  assail  God's  word,  Gods  truth  either  in  its  Divine  inspira- 
tion, or  in  its  exact  historical  truth. 

The  separate  "varieties"  (to  suit  the  Doctor's  palate),  the  separate 
varieties  of  every  thing  now  on  earth,  inanimate  as  well  as  animated, 
were  so  made  and  so  created,  when  God  created  the  heavens  and  the 
earth.  There  are  two  things  now  on  earth  that  God  never  created, 
never  put  into  existence — the  mule  and  the  mulatto  ^  and  hence  His 
hatred  of  them,  and  especially  of  the  latter.  He  drowned  them  in 
the  flood,  He  scattered  them  with  the  wild  beasts  of  the  earth,  con- 
founded their  speech,  burnt  them  up  in  Sodom  and  Gomorrah,  and 
sunk  their  cities  far  beneath  the  slimy  Asphaltities,  as  places  too 
polluted  for  man,  beast  or  bird  ever  to  put  foot  in  either. 

There  is  a  singular  linguistic  fact  running  through  all  languages 
from  the  beginning,  that  in  every  language  from  that  of  Eden  down, 
w7here  the  progeny  of  the  white  and  black  is  described,  that  it  is 
by  a  word  that  means  precisely  what  we  mean  in  English  when  we 
say  mule.  Our  own  term  mulatto  comes  from  the  Latin  mulas,  a 
.mule.  Is  this  accidental  ?  Or  is  it  based  on  the  Biblical  fact  of 
Moses,  that  this  cross-breed  dies  out  and  becomes  totally  extinct  in 
the  fifth  generation,  consecutively  crossed  by  the  white.  Most  of  them 
die  out  in  the  fourth,  but  none  pass  the  fifth  before  losing  all  power 
to  propagate  by  either  male  or  female.  The  writer  has  seen  many 
of  them,  known  as  such,  whose  ability  or  power  to  have  family  wras 
totally  gone,  but  the  desire  remained.  Male  and  female  are  each 
whiter  than  the  white  man  or  white  woman,  having  the  propensities 
for  family,  but  without  the  power, — they  are  mules.  This  can  be 
verified  any  day  in  -New  Orleans,  Havana,  Eio  Janeiro,  Buenos 
Ayres,  &c,  by  gentlemen  who  have  given  special  attention  to  this 
subject.  The  Biblical  proof  is  plain,  as  the  reader  will  see  when  we 
shall  presently  take  up  this  subject  of  "  the  negro." 

But,  reader,  we  have  an  inquiry  to  make  of  you,  or  any  who  have 
read  Dr.  Young's  reply  to  Ariel :  Can  you  tell  what  opinion  the 
Doctor  does  entertain  of  or  about  the  negro,  from  what  he  says,  or 
has  said  in  his  pamphlet?  If  you  can,  we  will  be  much  obliged  to 
you  for  it  for  Doctor  Young,  for  we  are  certain  he  does  not  know  him- 
self. It  would,  therefore,  be  a  great  relief  to  him  if  some  man  was 
found  competent  to  tell  him  what  he  does  believe,  for  he  does  not 
know  himself.  To  decide  this,  we  will  quote  his  words.  On  the 
title  page  of  his  book  he  asserts:  "That  the  negro  is  a  descendant 
of  Adam  and  Eve — that  he  is  the  offspring  of  Ham."  Now  we  pre- 
sume that  the  Doctor  is  a  white  man  and  descendant  of  Adam  and 
Eve  (we  do  not  know  whether  he  acknowledges  or  admits  this  or 
not),  and  yet  he  tells  us  on  page  four  "  that  he  (Dr.  Young)  does  not 
believe  in  the  social  equality  of  the  negro."  Why  so,  Doctor?  You 
and  the  negro  are,  by  your  own  assertion,  the  children  of  one  father 
and  mother,  if  you  and  the  negro  are  children  of  Adam  and  Eve. 
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Where  did  your  superiority,  or  inferiority,  as  the  case  may  be, 
"  branch  off,"  and  when  and  how  occasioned  ?  Is  your  "  social  ■  rela- 
tion above  or  below  that  of  the  negro  ?  Tetl  us,  and  what  makes 
the  difference  between  brothers  socially,  of  the  same  family  ?  Do 
you  and  your  sisters  stand  above  or  below  the  negro  ?  You  say 
that  you  have  held  "many  love  feasts  with  them."  Is  not  this 
"social  equality?11  You  say  certain  themes  "are  most  effective 
with  an  audience  of  negroes;  in  producing  most  intense  excitement, 
hell  and  its  fires."  And  will  not  the  blowing  of  a  tin  horn  in  a 
menagerie  of  wild  beasts  produce  also  intense  excitement?  And 
why  do  not  these  themes  and  tin  horns  produce  the  same  excitements 
on  white  folks  ?  Will  you  answer?  The  Doctor  says  further:  "We 
do  not  believe  he  (the  negro)  knows  how  to  handle  a  vote."  Why 
is  not  one  brother,  from  the  same  father  and  mother,  as  fully  able 
to  handle  a  vote  as  any  other  brother?  When  and  how  did  your 
ability  to  handle  a  vote  "  branch  off"  and  leave  your  negro  brother 
incompetent  to  do  so?  What  made  the  difference,  and  who  or  what 
made  it,  and  when  made  ?  Was  it  the  "  we  "  which  is  found  on  page 
twenty-six?  This  "we"  is  preceded  by  "Our  commission  is :  4  Go 
ye  into  all  the  world,  and  preach  the  gospel  to  every  creature.,  " 
Are  you  not  mistaken  about  this  being  your  commission?  There 
was  an  order  given  by  the  Son  of  God,  He  who  was  the  Lord  of  all, 
to  His  Apostles,  all  of  whom  He  named,  to  go  and  do  so,  but  we  do 
not  find  among  them  the  name  of  Robert  A.  Young,  D.D.  If  the 
President  of  the  United  States  were  specially  to  name  twelve  men 
to  send  to  St.  Domingo,  to  entreat  the  people  to  accept  some  valuable 
presents  he  sent  by  them,  and  you  should  claim  to  be  one  so  "  com- 
missioned," although  your  name  is  not  in  the  list,  do  you  not  think 
you  were  very  impudent,  unless  insanity  came  to  your  rescue  ?  But 
you  go  forth  to  allege  that  "  we  build  houses  of  worship  for  the 
negroes,  and  (we)  teach  them  to  "celebrate"  Divine  service  on  the 
Lord's  day."  The  apostles,  whose  names  appear  in  the  order  given 
by  the  Son  of  God,  did  neither  the  one  nor  the  other.  You  say 
"we"  administer  to  them  the  "  saa%aments"  of  baptism  and  the 
Lord's  supper."  The  apostles  did  neither  the  one  nor  the  other. 
And  we  defy  you,  or  any  living  man,  to  show  they  ever  did  any  such 
things.  You  say  :  "  We  form  them  into  classes,  prayer-meetings, 
congregations,  missions,  circuits,  stations,  districts,  quarterly  con- 
ferences and  annual  conferences,  just  as  we  do  white  people"  The 
apostles  did  neither  the  one  nor  the  other  of  these  things,  and,  there- 
fore, you  must  be  mistaken  about  "  your  commission ,"  and  whence  it 
was,  or  who  gave  it  to  you.  If  you  have  any  such  commission,  it 
must  be  from  another  source  altogether.  Nay,  we  go  farther,  we 
defy  you,  and  any  Roman  Catholic,  and  any  Protestant  man  on 
earth  to  show  a  single  instance  where  either  the  Savior  or  any  of 
His  evangelists  or  apcstles  ever  preached  to  a  negro  or  mulatto,  ever 
baptised  one,  or  ever  established  a  negro  or  mulatto  church  on  this 
earth.  And  yet  St.  Paul  says  emphatically,  that  in  his  day  the 
Gospel  had  been  preached  to  every  creature  under  heaven,  of  which  he, 
Paul,  was  made  a  minister.  Was  St.  Paul  mistaken,  Doctor  ?  And 
if  he  were  not  mistaken,  who  are  these  "weJs"  who  are  doing  what 
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neither  the  evangelists  nor  apostles  of  our  Lord  dare  do  or  to  have 
donef  If  they  did  not  preach  to  a  negro,  and  never  baptized  one, 
nor  a  mulatto,  how  dare  you  do  it,  or  your  "  we's  "  either  ?  Reader, 
we  are  trying  to  find  what  the  Doctor  believes  about  the  negro,  and 
we  have  found  from  his  own  words  that  he  does  not  believe  the  gos- 
pel as  preached  by  the  Savior  and  His  apostles,  for  if  the  negro  is  a 
descendant  of  Adam  and  Eve,  it  is  plain  that  neither  the  Savior  nor 
His  apostles  knew  it,  or  the  gospel  would  have  been  preached  to 
them.  What  a  pity  that  the  Doctor,  or  his  "  we's"  had  not  been 
there  to  have  corrected  the  Son  of  God  and  set  His  apostles  right  in 
regard  to  the  negro — if,  indeed,  they  were  mistaken,  as  he  and  bis 
"  we's "  allege  by  their  daily  conduct,  a!s  well  as  by  the  above 
extracts.  These  D.D.s  think  the  Savior  maybe  mistaken,  but  them- 
selves— never,  for  he  says,  on  pages  four  and  five,  that  "the  negro 
,  is  a  descendant  of  Adam  and  Eve,  that  he  is  the  progeny  of  Ham ; 
that  he  is  a  human  being,  and  has  an  immortal  soul."  Strange  the 
apostles  of  our  Lord  knew  nothing  of  this.  The  Doctor  seems  to  be 
in  the  category  of  the  fellow  who,  in  a  lecture,  asserted  there  was 
heat  in  ice  and  snow,  but  could  not  answer  the  inquiry,  "  how  many 
snow-balls  it  would  take  to  boil  a  tea  kettle."  If  the  negro  is  a 
descendant  of  Adam  and  Eve,  and  has  a  "  soul,"  it  is  certainly  plain 
that  our  Savior  did  not  know  it,  as  we  shall  see  presently,  or  He 
would  have  instructed  the  apostles  to  baptize  and  form  them  into 
churches,  and  their  never  having  done  so  is  proof  positive  that  they 
never  regarded  or  believed  that  the  negro  was  a  descendant  of  Adam 
and  Eve.  A  Yankee  Senator  is  reported  to  have  said  in  the  U.  S. 
Senate,  that  had  he  been  of  God's  Privy  Council  in  the  beginning 
of  the  world,  he  "could  have  instructed  Him  better  in  many  things," 
wooden  nutmegs,  for  example ;  but  who  would  not  prefer  the  natural 
growth  ?  And  the  Doctor  may  say,  had  he  been  on  hand  he  would 
have  reminded  the  Savior  that  he  had  left  out  the  poor  negro. 

But  those  wonderful  "ive's"  go  on:  "We  license  colored  men  to 
preach  the  gospel,  and  when  "we"  find  them  worthy  and  well 
qualified,  they  are  ordained  deacons  and  elders  in  the  Church  of 
God."  Not  in  God's  Church,  Doctor ;  some  other  Church  must  be 
meant,  Methodist,  Catholic,  or  other,  but  not  in  the  Church  of  God. 
Never  was  there  a  negro  or  mulatto  in  God's  Church  since  the  world 
was  made.  In  man-made  churches  many  may  be  found,  but  in 
God's  Church,  not  one. 

But  after  all  this,  how  stands  the  opinion  of  Doctor  Young  about 
the  negro  ?  After  telling  us  on  his  title  page  that  the  negro  is  a 
descendant  of  Adam  and  Eve  with  himself,  yet  by  some  hocus  pocus 
not  his  " social  equal,"  ^a  son  of  Ham,"  "a  human  being"  and 
"  has  an  immortal  soul,"  one  would  imagine  it  was  very  easy  to  tell 
what  the  Doctor  believed  about  the  negro.  But,  reader,  how  are 
you  to  believe  him  when  he  does  not  believe  himself  what  he  has 
said  ?  and  for  proof  of  this  turn  to  page  nineteen  of  his  pamphlet, 
and  read  commencing,  "  But  whence  the  negro,"  "  the  dark  brown 
Malayan,"  "  the  copper-colored  Indian,"  and  the  olive-colored  Mon- 
golian !"  The  Doctor  says  "Ariel  admits,"  "Ariel  says,"  "Ariel  men- 
tions "  as  descendants  of  Adam  and  Eve."    Not  quite  so  fast,  Doctor. 
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Ariel  neither" "  admits,"  "says"  or  "mentions"  any  such  thing,  nor 
does  he  believe  it.  They  are  statements  wholly  gratuitous,  and  with- 
out foundation  in  fact,  nor  can  such  " admissions"  be  found  in 
Ariel's  book  from  cover  to  cover.  The  Doctor  has  suffered  his  imagi- 
natiofi  to  betray  him,  and  will  doubtless  correct  it. 

But  "  whence  the  negro?"  The  Doctor  has  told  us  again  and 
again  "that  he  is  the  descendant  of  Adam* and  Eve,  the  offspring  of 
Ham ;  "  but  now  hear  him  on  pages  19  and  20,  in  answer  to  the 
question,  his  own  question,  "  whence  the  negro,"  and  note  his  answer ; 
he  says:  "The  distinguished  naturalists  of  the  world,  men  who,  like 
Lepsius  and  Bunsen,  have  even  journeyed  to  the  East  (which  millions 
have  done  before  them)  and  examined  the  pictures,  sculptures,  and 
monumental  records  of  Egypt  and  Assyria,  men  who  have  studied 
the  languages  of  the  world,  so  as  to  talk,  and  read  and  write  their 
way  back  to  Noah  and  Adam,  the  master  minds  in  ethnology  (look 
at  the  buzzard  puking)  have  long  since  and  with  singular  unanimity 
decided  this  question.  They  have  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  the 
negro  variety  of  the  human  species,  has  only  been  developed  (Darwinian 
doctrine — but  developed  from  what  ?)  in  the  course  of  ages,  within 
the  African  tropics,  and  was  derived  from  Egypt  (Africa)  and  Assyria 
(Asia)."  Then,  if  he  is  "  derived "  from  Egypt  and  Assyria,  it  is 
plain  he  is  not  from  Adam  and  Eve,  but  is  the  product  of  two  conti- 
nents and  by  development.  He  cannot  be  the  offspring  of  Ham  if  the 
product  of  two  continents  by  development,  and  if  he  is  the  product 
of  development  of  the  African  tropics,  how  did  these  tropics  select 
Ham  and  his  children  alone  from  the  other  brothers  and  their 
children,  and  make  negroes  of  Ham  and  his  children  only.  All 
three  of  the  brothers  and  their  families  livgd  in  both  these  continents. 
How  then  did  the  tropics  select  Ham  and  his  posterity,  and  by  what 
maneuver  did  the  tropics  jump  over  and  skip  Shem  and  Japheth? 
You  tell  us,  page  17,  that  "  the  children  of  Canaan  (Ham's  son — 
negroes)  are  doomed  to  serve  the  children  of  Shem  and  Japheth  in 
some  capacity,  by  the  decree  of  their  Creator.19  The  children  of  Ham 
thus  doomed,?  Will  you  please  show  us  that  decree  of  their  Creator  ? 
And  if  you  cannot  find  it  in  God's  Word,  where  can  it  be  found  ? 
And  if  not  in  God's  Word,  may  you  not  be  mistaken  that  such  a 
decree  was  ever  made  by  the  Creator  ?  The  mulatto  children  of 
Canaan,  by  negro  women,  were  not  only  doomed  by  God,  but  He 
burnt  up  with  tire  and  brimstone  the  cities  of  Sodom  and  Gomorrah 
where  many  of  them  lived,  and  also  ordered  Moses  and  Joshua  to 
exterminate  all  that  remained  in  the  land  of  Canaan,  that  all 
men  should  know,  without  mistake,  what  God's  displeasure  was 
towards  these  mulattoes,  beings  that  He  never  created.  God  reserved 
for  them  the  curse  denounced  by  Noah,  with  such  particularity  in 
their  special  location,  as  would  leave  not  a  doubt  in  any  mind  why 
he  inflicted  such  terrible  judgments  upon  them — but  none  upon 
Ham's  pure  descendants,  any  more  than  upon  Shem  and  Japheth  ; 
for  he  tells  us  expressly  that  "  He  blessed  the  three  sons  of  Noah, 
Shem,  Ham  and  Japheth."  And  yet,  in  the  face  of  this  blessing  of 
God  on  these  three  brothers,  Doctor  Young,  and  others,  will  have  it 
that  Ham  and  his  posterity  are  doomed,  cursed  by  being  "  turned 
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into  negroes."  The  equal  blessing  bestowed  by  God  on  these 
brothers,  these  men  tell  us  that  God  was  mistaken,  that  Ham  was 
cursed,  "  that  when  Israel  took  possession  of  his  land  he  became 
the  slave  of  Shem.  When  Tyre  fell  before  the  army  of  Alexander, 
and  Carthage  succumbed  to  the  Roman  conquerors,  he  became  the 
slave  of  Japheth."    See  page  17. 

In  one  place  we  are  told  by  him  that  the  negro  is  a  descendant  of 
Adam  and  Eve,  but  not  the  social  equal  of  the  white,  does  not  know 
how  to  "  handle  a  vote" — then  we  are  told  that  he  is  the  product  of 
development — then  we  are  told,  but  with  no  explanation  how,  that 
he  was  "derived"  from  Egypt  and  Assyria — and  then  that  he  was 
"  developed  in  the  course  of  ages,  within  the  African  tropics  /"  Rea- 
der, what  are  Dr.  Young's  opinions  " about  the  negro?"  And  these 
contradictions  and  absurdities,  he  tells  us  are  the  matured  opin- 
ions of  the  most  distinguished  naturalists  of  the  world — men  who  have 
studied  the  languages  of  the  world  so  as  to  talk,  and  read,  and  write 
their  way  back  to  Noah  and  Adam — the  master  minds,  with  singu- 
lar unanimity  have  reached  these  conclusions.  What  conclusions? 
Echo  answers. 

The  Doctor  makes  a  foot  note  on  page  20,  thus :  "  After  finishing 
this  sentence,  we  met  with  the  learned  (more  buzzard  puking)  and 
justly  celebrated  Dr.  Blackie  from  the  University  of  Edinburgh. 
We  took  his  card  and  wrote  the  following  question :  '  What  do  the 
Universities  of  Edinburgh  and  Bonn  teach  concerning  the  origin  of 
the  negro  ?'  In  two  days  he  presented  us  with  the  masterly  (more 
buzzard  puking)  paper  found  at  the  close  of  this  pamphlet.  We 
know  its  high  authority  will  direct  learned  men  to  its  perusal;  but 
we  hope  no  one  will  fail  to  read  it  through  and  through.  It  demol- 
ishes Ariel ;  though  the  Doctor  never  read  his  book." 

This  paper  of  Dr.  Blackie's  is  written  on  the  old  beaten  "  horse 
mill  track,"  and  just  as  applicable  to  the  whites  and  blacks  as  if 
purposely  designed  for  a  treatise  on  the  "  Muscovy  and  Puddle 
Ducks,"  and  whether  they,  too,  are  not  from  one  "  common  parent- 
age," and  accounting  why  some  are  black,  and  some  are  white,  and 
some  "speckled"  (mulattoes) ;  or  whether  climate,  tropical  and 
frigid  had  not  produced  this  "  variety  of  the  species."  If  the  reader 
will  only  substitute  in  the  place  of  the  "  negro  and  white  man/ 
*  the  words  Puddle  Ducks  and  Muscovy  Ducks,  the  treatise  will  be  as 
perfect  and  as  simple  as  it  now  reads  on  the  origin  of  the  negro,  as 
taught  in  the  Universities.  This  is  not  intended  as  a  slur  at  Dr. 
Blackie,  although  true ;  for  he  has  done  as  well  as  any  other  of  Dr. 
Young's  authorities — all  of  whom  are  wrong.  They  set  out  wrong  in 
rejecting  the  authority  of  the  Bible  in  settling  the  "origin"  of  the 
negro ;  and  every  page  they  write  only  involves  them  in  greater 
absurdities,  as  the  reader  can  see  in  Dr.  Young's  fate  in  this  review. 
No  man  can  write  now,  as  no  man  has  ever  written  before,  any 
sensible,  consistent  and  reasonable  work  on  any  subject  belonging 
to  or  connected  with  this  earth,  or  heaven,  or  any  of  its  tenantry, 
that  rejects  or  sets  aside  God's  Word,  and  substitute  in  its  stead  the 
theories  of  any  man  or  any  set  of  men,  however  learned  they  may 
be,  that  has  or  can  have  reason  or  sense  in  it.    There  is  not  a  work 
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extant  on  any  of  the  subjects  referred  to,  but  can  be  refuted,  if  the 
Bible,  God's  Word,  is  not  made  practically  and  truly  the  foundation 
and  guide  of  the  writer. 

The  Doctor  asks,  page  28 :  "  Suppose  AriePs  doctrine  be  true, 
what  a  spectacle  does  the  venerable  '  Church  of  God'  present?  in- 
structing young  beasts  in  Sunday-schools,  baptizing  cattle  into  the 
Christian  Church,  administering  the  Lord's  Supper  to  a  species  of 
monkeys,  and  teaching  a  noble  animal  to  worship  God  on  the  Chris- 
tian Sabbath,"  etc.  etc.  Mistake,  Doctor,  the  "  Church  of  God " 
never  did  do  any  such  things,  for  the  simple  reason,  that  it  never 
did  receive  a  negro  or  mulatto  into  it,  and  never  taught  one  that 
they  could  become  a  member  or  a  subject  of  salvation  hereafter. 
It  must  be  a  mistake,  and  be  some  other  church,  Doctor,  which  you 
have  mistaken  for  the  Church  of  God.  It  may  be  Roman  Catholic 
or  Protestant  "  church,"  but  certainly  not  the  Church  of  God.  All 
these  may,  and  we  believe  all  of  them  do,  "take  in"  negroes  and 
mulattoes ;  but  God's  Church  never  does  and  never  has  done  so.  Then 
the  Doctor  is  ready  to  exclaim:  "Are  not  all  the  Protestant  churches 
the  Church  of  God  ?"  No,  sir,  not  one  of  them ;  nor  all  of  them  put  to- 
gether. Then  he  asks,  do  you  pretend  to  say  that  the  Roman  Catho- 
lic church  is  the  Church  of  God?  No,  sir;  the  Roman  Catholic 
church  is  not  "  the  Church  of  God,"  but  she  is  as  much  so  as  the  . 
Protestants  and  no  more;  but  neither  is  "  the  Church  of  God,"  both 
Roman  Catholics  and  Protestants  being  judges.  We  inquire,  then, 
for  a  single  purpose,  of  your  respective  parties,  beginning  with  Dr. 
Young  and  the  Protestants  first: 

Where  is  this  "venerable  Church  of  God?"  Is  it  the  Roman 
Catholic  ?  Dr.  Young  answers  no.  God,  he  says,  has  nothing  to  do 
with  it ;  that  is  the  beast  with  seven  heads  and  ten  horns,  and  it  is 
that  hierarchy  that  furnishes  the  scarlet  dressed  lady  that  rides 
this  beautiful  animal,  and  that  all  within  her  fold  are  on  the  broad 
road  to  perdition — the  lake  of  fire  and  brimstone.  This  all  Protes- 
tants aver  is  true  of  this  Roman  Catholic  Church,  which  is  one  wing 
of  "  Christianity,"  so  called.  This  being  so,  then  who  or  what  con- 
stitutes this  venerable  Church  of  God  ?  The  Protestants  ?  If  so, 
which  of  them  ?  Your  known  modesty  and  politeness,  Doctor,  will 
prevent  you  naming  your  own  church  as  that  "  venerable  Church." 
But  which  one  of  the  numerous  Protestant  Churches  is  the  one  ven- 
erable Church  ?  Doctor,  do  answer.  We  imagine  we  almost  hear 
the  Doctor  whisper,  it  is  not  any  one  of  them  in  particular ;  but  it 
is  all  the  Protestant  "  Evangelical  "  churches  together. 

But  what  say  the  Roman  Catholics  to  this  assumption  ?  Reader, 
remember  everything  now  on  earth  called  Christian,  is  in  common 
parlance  either  Roman  Catholic  or  Protestant — these  constitute  its 
wings,  and  we  have  just  had  the  judgment  of  the  Protestant,  the 
one  wing  regarding  the  Roman  Catholics.  It  is  now  proper  we 
should  have  the  judgment  of  this  wing  in  regard  to  the  Protes- 
tants— what  say  the  Roman  Catholics  of  these  Protestant  Evangeli- 
cals ?  They  tell  you  that  it  is  these  Protestant  Evangelical  churches 
that  is  the  beast  with  seven  heads  and  ten  horns;  and  that  it  is  their 
hierarchy  that  furnishes  the  scarlet  lady  to  ride  this  noble  beast  to 
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perdition,  and  with  whom  the  kings  of  the  earth  have  committed 
fornication,  and  that  these  churches  are  the  authors  of  all  the  mur- 
ders, bloodshed,  rapine,  fornication  and  adulteries  on  earth,  and 
going  direct  to  hell  and  carrying  all  the  members  and  followers 
along  with  them,  to  the  warm  embraces  of  the  devil  in  the  lake  of 
fire  and  brimstone !  Think  for  one  moment,  reader.  You  have 
now  before  you  the  opinions  of  all  the  "  Christians"  in  the  world,  of 
all  the  Christianity  that  is  now  in  the  world  in  all  these  "venerable 
churches"  "  so  called"  by  Catholics  and  Protestants.  The  picture  is 
awful.  It  makes  the  blood  run  cold  through  our  veins — that  this  is 
the  estimate  set  upon  all  the  "  Christianity  "  that  is  now  on  earth, 
by  all  the  "  Christians  "  in  the  world  ?  Vox  populi,  vox  Dei.  The 
first  time  we  have  ever  known  that  Latin  saying  to  be  true.  Hea- 
der, do  you  think  God  can  have  anything  to  do  with  such  churches  ? 
Then  we  ask  again,  where  is  this  "  venerable  Church  of  God  ?" 
Echo  answers  "  where  ?"  The  venerable  Church  of  God  is  neither 
Roman  Catholic  nor  Protestant  in  any  of  its  forms.  These,  all 
these,  shall  be  stamped  out  of  existence,  and  wo  to  those  caught  in 
them  or  either  of  them.  But  the  gates  of  hell  shall  not  prevail 
against  "  God's  Church."  In  such  churches  as  yours,  Doctor,  or 
that  of  the  Protestants  and  Roman  Catholics,  you  have  the  right  to 
.  say  who  may  or  may  not  be  members,  just  as  Free  Masons  or  Odd  Fel- 
lows have  the  right  to  say  who  and  what  shall  constitute  such  mem- 
bership, and  what  duties  shall  be  required  of  them.  But  in  "  God's 
Church  "  you  have  no  such  power,  no  such  rights,  and  would  be  damned 
if  you  exercised  any  such.  But  in  your  church  you  can  do  with 
beasts,  cattle,  and  monkeys  just  as  you  say  on  page  28  of  your  book  ; 
but  thank  God  you  can  not  do  it  in  the  Church  of  God.  Dr.  Young, 
God  intends  to  be  obeyed — not  one  jot  or  tittle  of  His  law  will  He 
permit  to  fall  to  the  ground — all  shall  be  fulfilled.  He  will  make 
you  and  all  others  face  the  music  of  His  truth  without  your  slurring  a 
single  note.  All  must  obey  literally  His  commandments,  and  in  the 
exact  manner  on  form  which  He  has  ordered,  or  take  the  consequences. 

After  the  Doctor  has  expended  "his  learning,"  such  as  the  reader 
now  knows  it  to  be  in  thirty-five  pages  of  his  pamphlet,  he  closes  by 
saying  :  "  W e  consider  the  book  answered,"  and  fearing  none  could 
see  the  ansxoer,  he  had  his  conclusion  printed  in  Roman  capitals. 
And  so  you  "consider"  the  book  answered?  A  Roman  Emperor 
once  "considered"  his  horse  worthy  of  deification.  Whose  "con- 
sideration "  is  entitled  to  the  most  consideration  Doctor,  yours  or 
that  of  the  Roman  Emperor  ?  To  use  an  electioneering  phrase  of  a 
radical  stump  orator  for  Congress,  "  we  rather  think  the  Emperor 
has  got  you  there,"  for  he  was  a  "  horse  doctor  "  of  divinity,  and 
you— only  a  common  doctor  of  negro  divinity. 

One  matter  more  and  then  we  are  done  with  the  Doctor's  book. 
He  says  on  page  24:  "  We  wish  Ariel  could  understand  a  metaphys- 
ical argument.  We  would  cover  the  remainder  of  our  space  with 
"  inquiries  concerning  the  intellectual  powers  of  the  negro.  But 
"  psychology  is  not  in  his  line."  And  again  on  pages  28-29,  he  says: 
"  The  whole  world  is  made  up  of  mind  or  soul  and  matter.  Matter 
"  we  know  only  by  our  senses,  mind  or  soul  by  our  consciousness." 
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We  here  see  that  Doctor  Young,  in  common  with  Eoman  Cath- 
olics, all  Protestants  of  every  name,  accepts  as  correct  the  Latin 
pagan  and  the  Grecian  pagan  idea  that  the  soul  and  mind  are  one 
and  identical ;  that  the  reasoning  faculties,  the  rational  powers  in 
man,  his  mind  is  that  principle  or  part  of  man  that. never  dies; 
as  the  soul  that  lives  beyond  the  grave.  Reader,  hear  us;  the  respon- 
sibility is  very  great  and  very  grave  that  we  now  take  upon  ourself ; 
this  we  admit.  But  such  is  our  faith  in  God  that  He  never  makes 
any  mistakes,  and  such  our  trust  in  His  divine  Word,  that  we  hesi- 
tate not  to  say  that  there  is  not  one  particle,  not  one  atom  of  truth  in 
this  pago-  Christian  idea  of  the  soul  thus  held  by  Protestants,  by  Roman 
Catholics,  and  by  pagan  antiquity,  and  by  Doctor  Young.  It  is  false  ; 
it  is  untrue  in  all  parts,  if  God  knew  (and  of  this  we  have  no  shadow 
of  doubt)  what  it  was  that  He  called  "  soul  "  or  "  the  soul  "  when 
He  made  man  and  had  Moses  to  record  that  which  He  called  "soul" 
or  "  the  soul."  We  believe  God  in  preference  to  all  pagandom,  in 
preference  to  all  Roman  Catholics  and  Protestants,  and  we  believe 
Moses  wrote  the  exact  words  which  God  had  used,  and  from  these 
words  written  by  Moses  no  honest,  intelligent  man  or  woman  can  pos- 
sibly believe  that  the  mind  of  man  is  his  or  her  soul,  and  that  princi- 
ple or  part  of  man  that  connects  him  or  her  with  eternal  life. 

On  one  other  word,  "  sacrifice,"  they  are  equally  and  broadly  and 
radically  wrong  in  comprehending  it,  as  they  are  in  regard  to  the 
soul ;  and  in  both  instances  from  no  fault  in  the  Hebrew,  no  lack  of 
plainness  in  its  language,  or  want  of  precision  in  its  ideas,  but  alone 
as  seems  to  us  arising  from  its  gross  perversion.  Our  learned  men 
and  our  translators,  as  it  appears  to  us,  took  it  for  granted  and  as 
unquestionable  that  these  pagan  Latin  and  pagan  Grecian  ideas  were 
absolutely  true,  and  therefore  they  forced  the  Hebresv  meaning  aside 
and  inserted  the  pagan,  and  which  Catholics  and  Protestants  have 
accepted  without  proper  examination.  These  points  do  not  belong 
to  the  subject  now  before  us,  but  they  will  be  made  so  plain  in 
our  other  work,  "  The  White  Man,"  that  there  will  not  be  left  a 
loop  to  hang  a  doubt  upon  in  the  mind  of  any  intelligent,  candid 
man  or  woman  as  to  what  God  called  and  now  calls  "  the  soul,"  nor 
what  he  meant  by  "  sacrifice." 

We  now  dismiss  for  the  present  Doctor  Young  and  his  pamphlet, 
and  take  up  another  entitled,  "  Ariel  Refuted.  A  Complete  Expo- 
sure of  a  Pamphlet  entitled,  '  The  Negro.'  By  E.  B.  8.  Charles- 
ton, S.  C." 

This  writer  begins  "  big" — "  Ariel  Refuted.  A  Complete  Expo- 
sure," and  like  Dr.  Young's  and  other  "  replies "  to  Ariel,  his 
pamphlet  abounds  in  denunciations  of  poor  Ariel  "  for  the  wicked 
and  dangerous  character  of  the  doctrines  he  promulgates,  out- 
weighed only  by  his  amazing  ignorance  of  the  subject,  and  the 
fallacies  and  ridiculous  arguments  by  which  he  attempts  to  establish 
his  conclusions." 

If  such  denunciations  as  the  above,  running  through  this  and 
other  pamphlets,  constitute  the  "  complete  exposure,  Ariel  refuted," 
then  indeed  Ariel  has  been  "refuted"  and  fully  "  exposed,"  but 
not  otherwise;  and  certainly  no  intelligent  reader  will  accept  these 
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denunciations  for  arguments.  We  have  heard  or  read  somewhere 
of  a  young  man,  an  atheist,  who  got  into  a  controversy  with  a  ven- 
erable old  man,  a  devout  believer  in  God  and  in  the  truth  of  His 
Word,  in  which  the  atheist  lost  his  temper,  and  for  lack  of  argument 
spat  in  the  old  man's  face.  The  latter  quietly  wiped  the  spittle 
from  his  face  and  said,  "  Young  man,  that  was  a  digression,  now  for 
your  argument."  So  we  say  to  these  gentlemen,  lay  aside  your 
denunciations  of  "  ignorance,"  "  writer  of  tomfoolery,"  u  balder- 
dash," "  rigmarole,"  "  perverter  of  Scripture,"  "  false,  fanatical," 
"  mischievous,"  "  madman,"  "  lunatic,"  "impudent,"  "infidel," 
etc.,  and  now  for  your  arguments.  We  would  take  the  writer,  E. 
B.  S.,  to  be  a  lawyer ;  for  next  to  the  D.D.s  as  a  class  they  are 
the  most  ignorant  of  the  Bible  of  all  others.  But  the  twists  and 
quirks  and  turns  he  makes  on  words  satisfies  us  that  he  must  be  a 
lawyer  and  has  mistaken  those  for  arguments. 

He  quotes  from  Ariel  thus:  "That  the  learned  men  of  the  past 
and  present  age,  clergy  and  others  have  assumed  as  true  that  the 
negro  is  a  descendant  of  Ham,  the  youngest  son  of  Noah.  This  is 
false  and  untrue."  To  this  he  replies  by  admitting  (see  page  5,) 
that  "  it  is  a  fact  that  this  has  been  very  generally  assumed  among 
the  clergy  and  the  learned ; "  but  which  Dr.  Young  denies  posi- 
tively, and  asserts  that  "  the  learned  who  have  studied  the  languages 
of  the  world  so  as  to  talk,  read  and  write  their  way  back  to  Adam, 
have  long  since  decided  this  question,  (whence  the  negro?)  and 
have  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  the  negro  variety  of  the  human 
species  has  only  been  developed  in  the  course  of  ages  within  the 
African  tropics,  and  was  derived  from  Egypt  and  Assyria."  Then 
he  was  not  from  Ham,  unless  Ham  and  his  wife  were  the  two  conti- 
nents Africa  and  Asia?  Reader,  how  will  they  settle  this  point 
between  them?  Thus  we  see  these  two  learned  men  disagree;  not 
because  they  are  ignorant,  but  because  they  are  learned.  But  now 
for  his  argument.  He  quotes  Ariel:  "That  if  it  was  the  curse  that 
changed  Ham  from  a  white  man  into  a  negro,  the  power  must  be  in 
the  word  curse,  and  if  it  produced  no  such  effect  when  used  by  God, 
patriarch  or  prophet  before  or  since«  how  could  it  produce  that  effect 
when  used  by  Noah?"  To  this  he  replies:  "That  this  furnishes 
not  the  least  reason  why  the  curse  pronounced  by  Noah,  in  this  case 
should  not  have  produced  this  particular  effect"  This  is  a  most  won- 
derful argument,  and  only  equalled  by  this:  It  is  known  by  all  the 
blacksmiths  in  America  and  Europe  that  ice  can  not  be  heated  to 
welding  heat  before  melting.  To  this  E.  B.  S.  replies,  "  that  this 
furnishes  not  the  least  reason  why  an  African  blacksmith  could  not 
heat  it  to  a  welding  heat  before  melting."  Astonishing  learning  ! 
But,  reader,  suppose  we  were  to  admit  that  the  curse  of  Noah  did 
turn  Canaan,  when  one  hundred  and  ninety  years  old,  (for  that  was 
his  age  when  cursed,)  into  a  negro,  which  would  be  Ham's  son,  the 
negro,  or  the  white  boy  and  man,  previous  to  his  being  turned  into  a 
negro  ?  Suppose  the  curse  had  turned  him  into  a  snake  or  an  ass, 
would  the  snake  or  ass  be  the  son  of  Ham  ?  Just  about  as  much  as 
the  negro.  The  "  learned  "  E.  B.  S.  would  say  yes;  but  every  one 
else,  except  such  "  learned  men,"  would  say  no. 
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His  next  "  argument "  is  based  on  Ariel's  tracing  the  genealogy 
of  the"  three  brothers  Shem,  Ham  and  Japheth,  showing  their 
descendants  to  be  white ;  and  tracing  the  descendants  of  two  of 
Ham's  four  sons  from  the  flood  to  the  present  day,  showing  also  they 
are  white.  To  this  he  replies,  admitting  its  truth,  but  says,  "  The 
writer's  [Ariel]  course  at  this  point  is  not  determined  by  ignorance, 
for  it  is  impossible  that  he  could  have  derived  the  degree  of  infor- 
mation, incorrect  as  it  is,  that  he  possesses  concerning  Canaan,  and 
more  certainly  impossible  concerning  Mizraim,  without  at  the  same 
time  learning  something  concerning  at  least  one  of  the  other  broth- 
ers;  but  he  deliberately  intends  to  impose  upon  those  very  many 
honest  people  whose  thoughts  have  been  directed  to  their  own  sec- 
tions *  *  *  and  who  have  rather  found  their  pleasure  among 
the  realities  of  the  present  than  among  the  shadows  of  the  past." 
(How  very  luminous.)  He  goes  on  :  '*  Gush,  the  oldest  son  of  Ham 
is  he  from  whom.'  the  learned '  and  the  clergy  derive  the  genealogical 
descent^  of  the  black  man.  And  as  Ariel,  at  this  point,  has  volun- 
tarily separated  himself  from  our  company,  (or  rather  you  did,)  we 
will  let  him  go, blundering  on  through  historical  errors  concerning 
Mizraim  and  Canaan,  with  whom  we  have  nought  to  do,  and  will 
show  in  accordance  with  our  plan,  the  facts  and  inferences  upon 
which  are  based  the  generally  received  (  ?  )  opinions  of  the  descent 
of  the  negro  from  Gush,  through  him  from  Ham,  from  Noah,  from 
Adam."  Now,  reader,  let  us  look  at  this  new  position  assumed  by 
this  learned  writer,  and  to  which  he  has  been  forced  to  retreat  by 
Ariel.  Bear  with  us,  reader ;  we  are  not  responsible  for  the  stulti- 
fications and  contradictions  of  such  u  learned  men  "  as  E.  B.  S.  and 
Dr.  Young.  A  moment  ago  he  had  an  argument  with  Ariel  about 
the  word  curse  making  Canaan  a  negro,  admitting  that  although  the 
word  curse  had  never  before  or  since  made  a  negro  of  a  white  man, 
yet  that  was  not  the  least  reason  why  it  did  not  in  that  particular 
instance  make  a  negro  of  Canaan.  But  now  it  is  not  Canaan,  but 
Cush  "  is  he  from  whom  the  learned  and  the  clergy  derive  the  gene- 
alogical descent  of  the  negro."  What  gymnastic  somersaults 
"  learned  men  "  can  cut !  Dr.  Young  says  on  pages  16-17  that  the 
negro  descended  from  Canaan  ;  the  more  or  less  "  learned  "  E.  B.  S. 
says  it  was  from  Cush,  see  page  9.  Dr.  Young  says  it  was  from  the 
curse  on  Canaan  the  negro  came ;  E.  B.  S.  says  it  was  from  Gush 
and  without  any  curse.  Dr.  Yroung  says :  "  The  children  of  Canaan 
are  doomed  to  serve  (as  negroes)  the  children  of  Shem  and 
Japheth ;  "  E.  B.  S.  says  not  the  children  of  Canaan  but  those  of 
Cush,  from  whence  "  the  learned  "  derive  the  negro.  Dr.  Young 
says :  "  The  best  authority  in  the  learned  world  says  in  every  case  the 
more  energetic  sons  of  Shem  and  Japheth  have  fallen  upon  the  rich 
Hamistic  territories  and  despoiled  them,"  and  that  "  the  subsequent 
history  of  Canaan  shows  in  the  strongest  manner  possible  the  fulfill- 
ment of  the  curse.''1  Alas,  for  the  learning  of  the  "  learned  !  "  Dr. 
Yroung  says,  "  the  best  authority  in  the  learned  world  "  says  th6 
negro  sprang  from  Canaan  and  from  Noah's  curse  of  him  ;  E.  B.  S. 
says  it  was  Cush,  and  without  any  curse,  who  was  made  the  negro 
and  the  father  of  negroes.    Mr.  E.  B.  S.  please  tell  us  where  did 
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Cush  get  his  negro  wife  f  for  if  she  was  a  white  woman,  and  if  the 
negro  started  in  Cush,  all  were  then  white,  and  consequently  his 
children  must  have  been  mulattoes  and  not  negroes. 

"Enoch,  was  that  you  whistled  ?"  said  a  pedagogue  to  an  urchin 
in  school.  "  No,  thir."  "  Who  was  it  then  ?  "  "  It  jutht  whithled 
of  itself."  Learned  men  never  whithle — it  always  whithles  of  itself 
for  them.  Mr.  E.  B.  S.,  may  we  inquire  where  did  you  get  your 
authority  for  saying  the  "  learned  and  clergy  "  derived  the  negro's 
descent  from  Cush?  or  did  it  jutht  whithle  of  itself.  Header,  you 
will  soon  see  that  there  is  more  truth  than  poetry  in  Enoch's 
answer. 

This  E.  B.  S.  is  a  strange  writer,  and  must  have  a  strange  code  of 
morals,  or  a  deranged  stultifying  intellect ;  or  he  must  suppose  all 
his  readers  are  fools.  He  makes  statements  so  absurd,  that  in  effect 
it  would  be  no  more  absurd  were  he  to  affirm  that  ice  can  be  heated 
to  a  welding  heat  before  melting,  and  which  every  person  but  him- 
self knows  to  be  an  utter  physical  impossibility.  How  do  we  make 
this  appear  ?  Thus.  Mr.  E.  B.  S.  while  admitting  that  Ariel  had 
established  the  fact  that  two  of  Ham's  sons,  Mizraim  and 
Canaan  were  white,  and  their  descendants  white  to  this  day,  (pages 
8  to  14  of  his  pamphlet,)  yet  he  says,  this  furnishes  "not  the  least 
reason  why  Cush,  another  son  of  Ham,  should  not  have  been  turned 
into  a  negro,  although  both  parents,  father  and  mother,  are  white. 
Reader,  did  you  ever  know  or  ever  hear  of  a  white  man  and  white 
woman  having  a  negro  child  ?  Do  you,  or  can  you,  or  any  one  else 
believe  such  a  thing  any  more  than  you  can  believe  ice  can  be 
heated  to  a  welding  heat  before  melting?  The  one  can  be  as  easily 
swallowed  as  the  other ;  but  neither  can  be  believed  by  any  man 
who  has  the  least  respect  for  his  moral  integrity.  But  Mr.  E.  B.  S. 
says  it  was  by  God  thus  brought  about.  Where,  when,  and  how 
brought  about  ?  and  where  is  the  record  in  God's  Word  that  says  so  ? 
No  where,  Mr.  E.  B.  S.,  and  you  know  it.  And  tell  us  the  difference 
if  you  please,  between  "  you  and  your  learned  "  on  the  one  side, 
and  a  parcel  of  mountebank  jugglers  on  the  other.  The  latter  un- 
dertake to  perform  some  extraordinary  feat,  such  as  cutting  off  a 
man's  head  and  setting  it  upon  a  dish,  without  taking  life — and 
"you  and  your  learned,"  assert  that  a  white  man  and  a  white 
woman  did  generate  a  black  negro  child.  What  impossibility  at- 
taches to  one  that  does  not  equally  attach  to  the  other  ?  The  man 
that  would  swear  to  the  one,  is  morally  qualified  to  swear  to  the 
other;  but  no  man  or  woman  of  moral  intelligence  would  believe 
either  oath.  It  takes  men  of  great  "  learning  ■  to  believe  such  im- 
possibilities. O!  you  respond,  Ariel  misapprehends,  misunderstands 
us ;  Cush  was  generated  a  white  child  by  his  white  parents,  but  was 
subsequently  in  after  life  turned  into  a  negro  by  God !  Ah !  is  this 
so?  Then  God,  not  Ham  and  his  wife,  produced  the  negro.  As 
this  shows  that  Ham  was  not  the  negro's  father,  then  it  follows  that 
the  negro  is  not  a  descendant  of  Noah  nor  of  Adam.  And  so,  much 
to  our  regret,  Mr.  E.  B.  S.  is  found  proving  Ariel's  position.  But  in 
the  absence  of  all  proof  from  God's  Word,  that  God  did  so,  what  ia 
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the  difference  between  the  mountebank  jugglers  and  E.  B.  S.  and 
"  his  learned  V    Nothing.    They  are  both  impositions. 

But  look,  reader,  again.  On  page  7  he  makes  the  origin  of  the 
negro  to  come  from  Noah's  curse  of  Canaan  ;  but  on  page  9  he 
says  it  is  from  Cush  without  any  curse,  "  the  learned  and  clergy  fix 
upon  as  the  father  of  the  negro  !"  Wonderful.  But  where  did  the 
negro  wife  spring  from?  Echo  answers  Where?  But,  reader,  let  us 
push  this  Cush  origin  of  the  negro  a  little  further.  The  father  of 
Mr.  E.  B.  S.  has  four  sons  by  one  mother,  and  it  is  known  positively 
that  both  father  and  mother  are  white.  Two  of  the  brothers  go  to  a 
foreign  land  while  young  men,  the  other  two  remain  at  home  with 
their  father  and  mother.  Two  hundred  and  ten  years  after  (as  in 
Ham's  case),  the  father  dies,  and  leaves  his  estate  to  those  four  sons, 
the  news  of  which  reaches  the  two  sons  in  foreign  land ;  but  they, 
and  Cush  Migraim  conclude  not  to  go  for  their  part  of  the  estate.  A 
buck  negro  however  concludes  if  Cush  will  not  go  for  it,,  that  he 
will,  and  accordingly  presents  himself  in  court  and  demands  the  one- 
fourth,  on  the  gound  that  he  is  Cush,  the  oldest  son  of  Harm  On 
being  interrogated  how  it  came  that  he  is  black,  kinkey  head,  flat 
nose,  kidney  lips,  gizzard  foot,  calf  of  his  leg  on  shin  bone,  and  leg 
toward  the  middle  of  his  foot,  he  answers  that  God  wanted  a  negro, 
and  changed  him  from  white  to  what  they  now  see.  But  when  asked 
for  the  proof  that  God  did  do  this,  he  replies  he  has  none,  but — but 
a  Mr.  E.  B.  S.  and  other  learned  clergy  told  him  that  God  did  do  it. 
Thus  stands  your  case  Mr.  E.  B.  S.  Would  you  acknowledge  him 
your  oldest  brother  ?  A  fool  or  man  insane  might  do  so,  but  no 
others  would,  and  even  a  fool  could  not  and  would  not  believe  such  a 
story,  although  they  might  make  their  lips  say  so.  Do  you,  E.  B.  S., 
believe  that  your  white  father  and  mother  could  or  can  have  four 
children,  three  white  and  one  a  black  negro  ?  You  say  no — that  such 
is  an  impossibility.  Then  why  offer  it  in  argument  as  true,  what 
you  know  in  fact  is  falsest  and  know  it  as  positively  as  you  know  ice 
can  not  be  heated  to  red  heat  before  melting.  It  will  not  do  for  you 
to  say,  that  God  could  perform  such  a  miracle.  The  question  is  not 
about  what  God  could  do,  but  is,  did  He  do  any  such  thing?  Are 
there  any  cases  in  Scripture  to  parallel  such  a  proceeding?  No. 
Then  there  is  no  more  pertinancy  in  your  saying,  as  you  do  on 
page  15,  that  God  could  do  so,  than  there  would  be  in  your  saying 
that  God  could  freeze  hell  over?  For  God  never  did  do  any  such 
unreasonable  things ;  and  such  attempts  to  prove  or  assert  such  ac- 
tion on  the  part  of  God,  whether  by  learned  or  unlearned  men,  in 
the  absence  of  any  authority  from  God's  W ord,  is  a  daring  whose 
inspiration  can  come  alone  from  the  devil.  It  is  singularly  strange 
as  well  as  singularly  true,  that  no  single  writer  on  the  supposed 
origin  of  the  negro  from  Ham,  that  not  one  of  them  but  what  is 
forced  blindly  or  stupidly  to  contradict  himself,  stultify  himself  on 
every  point  he  essays  to  make,  and  almost  on  every  page  they  write; 
besides  contradicting  God  and  His  sacred  Word,  or  assuming  God  to 
have  said  and  done  that  which  He  never  said  and  never  did  do. 
And  certainly  Dr.  Young  and  E.  B.  S.  are  no  exceptions  to  this. 

On  page  15  he  says*  "  It  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  supposi- 
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tion  of  the  blackness  of  Ham,  as  intimated  by  his  name,  is  only  made 
to  explain  the  present  blackness  of  the  negro  race."  Strange  writer  this 
E,  B.  S. — on  page  7  he  has  it  that  the  negro  sprung  from  Canaan 
by  the  curse  of  Noah.  On  pages  8-9,  after  berating  Ariel  for  ignor- 
ance, deliberately  perpetrated,  he  there  tells  us  that,  "Cush  (not 
Canaan),  the  oldest  son  of  Ham,  is  he  from  whom  "  the  learned  and 
clergy  "  derive  the  genealogical  descent  of  the  negro."  And  here  on 
page*15  he  tells  us  that  "  the  blackness  of  Ham,  as  intimated  by  his 
name,  is  only  to  explain  the  present  blackness  of  the  negro  race."  Rea- 
der, does  E.  B.  S.  know  any  better  than  Dr.  Young  what  are  his  own 
opinions  of  the  negro  race  or  their  origin  ?  On  one  page  he  has  his 
descent  from  Canaan,  on  the  other  he  says  no,  not  from  Canaan,  but 
from  Cush,  and  then  on  another,  not  from  either  Cush  or  Canaan, 
but  from  Ham,  as  Ham's  "name  explains  the  present  blackness 
of  the  negro  race!"  We  once  heard  a  man  telling  of  a  strange  ani- 
mal that  he  had  once  seen  on  the  bank  of  a  river  ;  he  said  the  ani- 
mal first  swallowed  its  own  tail,  then  swallowed  its  head,  and  then 
ran  into  a  hole  in  the  bank  and  pulled  his  hole  in  after  him.  Must 
not  this  animal  be  E.  B.  S.  or  some  learned  D.D.? 

But  we  would  like  to  ask  a  few  questions  of  Mr.  E.  B.  S.:  (1.) 
How  do  you  know,  or  does  any  man  know  that  "  Cush,  the  oldest 
son  of  Ham,"  was  a  negro  ?  You  aver  it,  and  unless  you  are  reck- 
less of  what  you  say,  or  one  of  those  amiable  subjects  of  human 
credulity  like  the  inimitable  Baron  Munchausen,  that  believes 
everything  told  him,  as  he  believed  everything  he  told  himself,  must 
have  some  authority,  contemporaneous  with  Cush,  and  the  event  of 
the  negro's  descent  from  him,  as  your  reason  for  saying  so.  (2)  Now, 
as*  a  white  man  and  white  woman  never  did  have  and  never  can 
have  a  negro  child,  please  tell  us  how  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Ham  (both 
white)  came  to  have  three  white  sons  and  one  negro  son  ?  (3)  If 
you  reply  God  did  it,  then  tell  us  if  it  is  God's  or  Ham's  son  ?  (4) 
If  God  did  it,  tell  us  how  you  know  God  did  this  strange  thing? 

(5)  And  if  you  can  not  show  where  God  has  said  that  He  did  do  it, 
where  will  you  stand  but  in  the  shoes  of  a  false  witness  for  God  ? 

(6)  Do  you  know  the  fate  of  such  witnesses?  (7)  As  you  have  tried 
to  prove  Cush  was  made  a  negro,  and  became  the  source  whence  the 
negroes  are  derived,  where  did  Cush  get  his  negro  wife  f  for  as  all 
were  white  at  the  time,  as  you  say,  and  Cush  was  the  first  negro, 
now  it  follows  he  must  have  taken  a  white  wife,  and  if  so,  their 
children  would  have  been  mulattoes,  and  not  negroes,  therefore  it  is 
incumbent  you  should  show  where  he  got  his  negro  wife  from.  (8) 
And  that  unless  you  can  show  this  that  you  must  see  your  attempt 
to  show  the  origin  of  the  negro  from  Cush  is  a  total  failure. 

We  wish  to  make  an  explanation  here,  personal  to  ourself ;  it  is 
this:  On  page  8  of  Ariel,  we  there  gave  the  meaning  of  Ham's 
name  —  the  meaning  is  not  correct.  The  way  we  came  to  give 
that  as  the  meaning  was  this:  About  the  time  that  was  written, 
we  picked  up  in  a  gentleman's  library  "Robinson's  Calmet,"  and 
found  that  was  the  meaning  he  gave  to  Ham's  name.  We  remem- 
bered (or  thought  so)  that  Mr.  Robinson  had  also  edited  a  new  edi- 
tion of  "Gesenius'  Hebrew  Lexicon."    Here  was  a  dilemma  —  if 
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we  gave  the  true  Hebrew  meaning,  which  is  "  warm,  hot,  brown,  an 
effect  of  heat,"  we  should  be  confronted  with  Mr.  Robinson's  Cal- 
met,  and  Gesenius'  Hebrew  Lexicon,  showing  that  we  had  not  given 
the  Hebrew  meaning  of  that  name,  and  a  side  issue  would  thus  be 
made  with  us,  when  in  fact  it  was  totally  indifferent  to  the  main  issue 
if  Ham's  name  meant  black, -and  only  black-,  and,  therefore,  we  in- 
serted Mr.  Robinson's  meaning,  not  the  Hebrew,  and  for  which  we 
have  apologized  scores  of  times  to  Hebrew  scholars.  We  were  not 
aware  until  since,  of  the  extreme  liberties  which  have  been  taken  by 
American  editors  with  both  the  Hebrew  and  Greek  Lexicons — none 
of  recent  date  are  trustworthy  that  we  have  seen. 

And  now  we  return  to  Mr.  E.  B.  S.  The  self-stultifications  and 
contradictions  of  this  writer  seem  to  multiply  without  disturbing  in 
the  least  his  self-sufficiency  and  supercilious  arrogance.  On  page  9 
he  says:  "In  the  first  place,  then,  the  words  in  the  original  Hebrew 
of  Scripture,  which  are  translated  Ethiopia  and  Ethiopians,  are  Cush 
and  Cushim.  In  Jeremiah  xiii:  23,  the  Hebrew  word,  in  the  very 
case  which.  Ariel  quotes,  '  Can  the  Ethiopian  change  his  skin?'  is 
Cusln'fe."  He  first  tells  us  the  original  Hebrew  w6rd  for  Ethiopian 
is  Cushim,  and  to  prove  it  he  says,  in  the  very  verse  quoted  by  Ariel, 
it  is  —  what?  Cushim?  No.  But  Cmhite.  Wonders  will  never 
cease  "with  learned  men."  Has  the  writer  no  sense?  or  does  lie 
take  his  readers  to  be  all  fools  f  In  one  breath  he  tells  us  that  the 
original  Hebrew  is  Cush  and  Cushim — and  iu  the  next  that  it  is 
neither,  but  Cushite. 

But  we  must  relieve  him,  he  has  traveled  out  of  his  depth,  he 
does  not  know  a  word  of  Hebrew — not  even  its  alphabet,  as  he 
plainly  shows,  and  somebody  has  been  fooling  him,  doubtless  on 
account  of  his  vanity  and  egotism.  The  Hebrew  word  in  Jeremiah 
xiii. :  23,  is  neither  Cushite  nor  Cushim,  it  is  Cushean,  from  Cushan, 
the  country  originally  settled  by  the  negro,  and  from  which  we  have 
Chusistan,  and  still  occupied  by  negroes.  In  all  other  places,  but 
this  in  Jeremiah,  in  the  Old  Testament  where  we  have  Ethiopia  in 
our  English  Bibles,  in  the  Hebrew  Text  the  word  is  i^wsA,  and  where 
it  is  Ethiopians,  the  word  is  Kushim.  But  neither  Rush  nor  Kushim  ever 
meant  or  now  means  either  the  country  of  the  negroes  or  the  negroes 
themselves,  and  no  such  instance  can  be  found  in  the  Bible  from  cover 
to  cover.  The  first  time  it  occurs  in  our  Bible  is  in  Genesis,  ii. :  13, 
as  the  name  of  one  of  the  rivers  of  Eden.  Ethiopia,  and  that  in  the 
days  of  Eden's  innocence.  Impossible !  What  has  Mr.-  E.  B.,  S.  and 
Doctor  Young  been  trying  to  do,  and  say  they  have  accomplished  ? 
Why,  that  there  never  was  a  negro,  an  Ethiopian  till  after  the  flood, 
and  then  they  say,  excuse  them,  reader,  being  "  learned  men"  they 
don't  agree  as  to  which  of  Ham's  sons  the  world  is  indebted  for  the 
negro,  whether  Canaan,  or  Cush,  or  Ham,  or  God,  but  they  agree 
that  a  negro  was  never  on  earth  before  the  days  of  Ham.  Now  if 
this  be  true,  how  in  the  name  of  common  sense  did  the  Hebrew  word 
Rush,  before  Adam's  fall,  while  all  was  innocency,  mean  then  the 
"land"  or  "country"  of  the  negroes f  seeing  according  to  their 
own  showing  that  there  was  not  a  negro  on  earth  until  Ham,  some 
two  thousand  years  after.    Header,  we  are  sorry  to  distress  you  thus 
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with  the  learning  of  "  the  learned,"  but  we  must  continue  to  do  it, 
for  we  are  determined,  with  God's  help,  to  break  the  "spell"  if  we 
can,  by  which  they  have  been  and  are  now  leading  millions  to  per- 
dition. 

Many  years  ago  we  sat  down  to  find  the  first  time  the  word 
14  Ethiopia  "  ever  occurred  in  any  book  or  history  on  earth.  It  is  a 
Greek  word,  and  the  first  time  it  occurs  in  any  book  is  more  than 
thirty  centuries  after  the  creation.  It  was  then  used  by  Homer,  a 
Greek  poet,  who  lived  between  953  and  890  years  B.  C,  and  he  used 
it  about  920  years  B.  C,  on  this  wise:  he  had  been  traveling  over 
different  parte  of  the  world,  and  about  this  time  had  reached  Thebes, 
on  the  Nile,  in  Egypt.  While  there  he  saw  for  the  first  time  the 
black  man,  whom  he  accurately  describes,  and  his  description  of  him 
is  that  of  the  negro.  He  was  brought  there  a  slave.  Homer  inquired 
where  he  was  brought  from,  and  was  told  from  the  South.  In  Greek 
he  called  his  country  Ethiopia,  and  the  man  Ethiopian,  the  terms 
describing  the  color  of  the  man,  and  designating  the  country  of  the 
black  man.  This  was  more  than  thirty  centuries  after  God  created 
the  heavens  and  the  earth,  and  consequently  the  terms  could  not 
have  been  known  in  the  days  of  Eden's  innocence.  While  remaining 
at  Thebes,  he  saw  white  men  from  the  same  country  south  of  Thebes, 
whom  he  also  describes.  This  is  the  first  time  these  words  ever 
occurred.  Now  Moses  wrote  the  Pentateuch  between  2,513  and  2,663 
A.  M.,  some  over  500  years  before  Homer's  time,  and  used  the  word 
Kusli  in  Genesis  ii.  :  13,  long  before  there  were  any  Greeks  or  Greek 
language  existed  as  such  ;  therefore  we  are  not  to  look  into  the  Greek 
language  for  the  meaning  of  the  word  Kush,  but  solely  to  the 
Hebrew.  And  if  our  learned  men  had  paid  a  reasonable  attention 
to  facts,  they  would  never  have  permitted  these  words  to  become 
identified  with  the  negro  and  his  country  in  our  Bibles.  How  they 
came  to  do  so  is  perfectly  plain  to  any  accurate  reader  of  ancient 
history,  and  thus  accounted  for.  Herodotus,  another  Greek  and 
historian  some  500  yeais  after  Homer,  traveled  also  through  the 
same  countries,  and  was  well  acquainted  with  Homer's  writings,  and 
"while  in  Egypt  he  also  saw  the  black  man,  and  called  him  and  his 
country  by  the  same  Greek  terms,  Ethiopia  and  Ethiopian.  Some 
two  hundred  and  fifteen  years  after  Herodotus,  the  Septuagint  ver- 
sion of  the  Pentateuch  was  made  in  Alexandria,  in  Egypt,  by  Greeks, 
translating  the  Hebrew  of  Moses  into  the  Greek  language.  This 
translation  was  made  for  Ptolemy  Philadelphus,  and  for  his  great 
library  in  Alexandria,  264  B.  C.  The  translators  being  Greek,  and 
making  it  for  a  Greek  king,  and  well  acquainted  wiih  the  Greek 
writings  of  Homer  and  Herodotus,  they  adopted  the  names  of 
" Ethiopia"  and  "Ethiopian,"  the  meaning  of  which  in  the  Greek 
describe  the  negro  and  his  country.  But  now  comes  up  the  question 
how  and  why  attach  these  meanings  to  the  Hebrew  words  Kush 
and  Kushimf  The  answer  is  plain;  Mizraim,  the  next  brother  to 
Kush,  had,  by  God's  allotment  of  the  earth  to  the  whites,  assigned 
to  him  that  part  of  Egypt  (Mizraim)  from  the  Delta  up  to  Syene, 
and  beyond,  south  of  Syene,  lay  the  land  assigned  to  Kush,  the 
oldest  of  Ham's  children.    Now  this  land  of  "Kush"  lying  south  of 
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Thebes,  Ptolemy's  translators  readily  supposed  it  to  be  the  "Ethio- 
pia" of  Homer,  and  if  the  land  of  "  Ethiopia,"  its  inhabitants 
Kushim  must  be  "  Ethiopians."  And  thus  there  has  been  forced  upon 
those  two  words  an  arbitrary  meaning,  not  only  foreign  to  them,  out 
in  absolute  contravention  of  the  truth,  for  in  no  sense  are  Ethiopia  or 
Ethiopians  a  translation  of  the  Hebrew  words  Kush  and  Kushim 
Now  for  the  truth  of  this  assertion,  and  which  ought  to  make  every 
honest,  learned  man  now  living  blush  that  he  has  been  instrumental, 
tacitly  at  least,  in  perpetuating  so  great  an  outrage  upon  God's 
Holy  Word,  and  man's  highest  interests  on  earth.  As  to  the  other 
kind  of  "  learned  men,"  nothing  can  make  them  blush.  But  to  the 
proof. 

We  have  the  word  Caucassian,  and  by  which  we  designate  the 
highest  type  of  the  white  man.  Where  do  we  get  this  word  Caucassian  t 
It  is  Greek,  or  rather  it  is  Syro-Chaldaic,  the  early  form  of  the  Greek 
language.  What  originated  it?  From  what  is  it  derived  ?  It  has 
been  transferred  into  many  languages  that  have  but  little  affinity  to 
each  other,  although  adopted  and  transplanted  into  them.  It  is  now 
found  in  the  English  and  other  modern  languages.  But  whence 
derived  ?  Most  obviously  and  plainly  from  the  Hebrew,  and  is  com- 
pounded of  two  Hebrew  terms  or  words,  Kauc,  "mountain,"  and 
Kushim,  "  children  or  descendants  of  Kush,"  making  the  com- 
pound Kauckushim,  "  the  mountain  children  of  Kush,"  or  "  the 
children  of  Kush  living  in  the  mountains."  Now,  reader,  see  what  a 
curse  our  so-called  "  learned  men  "  have  been  to  their  race.  In  one 
breath  they  tell  us  that  where  the  Hebrew  word  Kushim  of  the  Old 
Testament,  and  which  appears  in  our  English  Bible  in  the  Greek 
word  Ethiopia,  that  it  means  the  negro,  the  black  man,  and  in  the 
very  next  breath  they  tell  us  that  the  Caucassian  is  the  highest  type 
of  the  white  man;  and  yet  the  Caucassians  of  the  Greek,  and  the 
Kushim  of  the  Hebrew,  are  the  one  and  identically  the  same  people. 
But  such  is  the  past  and  present  history  of  our  so-called  learned 
men.  A  curse  they  have  been  to  their  race,  and  these  of  the  presen  t 
age,  who  without  proper  investigation,  religiously  follow  them,  in 
translating  God's  Holy  Word,  spoken  in  so  much  love  to  his  fallen 
children  here  on  earth,  are  cursed  by  this  ignorance  of  the  learned. 
They  seem  in  their  blindness,  in  following  the  errors  of  past  ages,  to 
forget  that  God's  Word  is  "  the  light  of  the  world ;  "  it  gives  light, 
but  borrows  none.  "  God  is  Light,"  and  who  would  think  of  getting 
light  from  a  taper  to  see  the  sun — of  hunting  for  God's  truth  but  in 
God's  Word  ? 

A  good  many  years  ago  we  took  up  our  old  school  maps,  by  which 
we  studied  ancient  and  Biblical  history.  They  were  copies  made 
from  maps  drawn  some  2,200  years  ago  of  the  wTorld  as  then  known. 
On  these  we  marked  the  Biblical  geography,  in  the  Hebrew  Bible 
names,  and  by  which  we  settled  the  following  facts:  1.  That  it  was 
a  very  grave  mistake  made  by  our  learned  in  changing  the  Hebrew 
names  from  the  Hebrew.  2.  That  it  was  owTing  to  this  change  of 
names  that  we  are  indebted  for  all  the  confusion  in  Bible  geog- 
raphy now  existing,  and  specially  in  that  concerning  "  Kush," 
"  Ethiopia,"  and  the  localities  of  the  black  man.    3.  That  for  the 
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accomplishment  of  a  special  purpose,  God  caused  the  two  oldest  sons 
of  Ham,  Kush  and  Mizraim,  to  settle  on  the  Nile,  in  Africa — the 
latter  from  the  mouth  up  to  Syene,  and  the  oldest,  Kush,  to  settle 
and  occupy  from  Syene  up  to  the  Blue  Nile,  plainly  intending  that 
the  post-diluvians  should  occupy  and  begin  the  new  world  where 
the  ante-diluvians  were  stopped  by  the  flood.  4.  That  amid  all  rev- 
olutions of  the  earth,  the  boundaries  of  those  two  countries,  Mizraim 
and  Kush,  have  never  been  changed,  that  they  are  as  distinctly 
known  now  as  when  first  settled  by  these  two  oldest  sons  of  Ham, 
Kush  and  Mizraim.  5.  That  God  evidently  intended  (by  the  logic 
of  facts)  that  these  two  sons  of  Ham  should  occupy  and  own  the 
same  houses,  the  same  tombs,  the  same  paintings,  the  same  sculptures, 
and  the  same  monuments,  that  were  otfned  by  their  ante-diluvian 
ancestors  before  the  flood,  among  which  stands  conspicuous  what  is  now 
known  and  called  "  the  Great  Pyramid,"  built  before  the  flood,  built 
by  the  Hycsos  (the  standing  enigma  of  the  learned)  and  built  by 
God's  direction,  and  finished  the  century  of  the  flood  and  intended 
by  God  to  connect  the  ante  with  the  post-diluvian  world.  For  wise 
and  noble  purposes  God  sent  these  two  brothers,  the  oldest  sons  of 
Ham,  to  these  special  localities,  and  required  them  to  embalm  their 
dead  that  Adam's  descendants  should  be  forever  known,  and  known 
as  white,  and  white  alone,  and  with  all  the  advancements  in  "arts 
and  sciences."  These  will  all,  Deo  volente,  be  made  plain  to  every 
man  of  common  sense ;  if  any  fail  to  see  the  reasonableness  of  it,  it 
will  be  only  such  "learned  men"  as  this  E.  B.  S.  and  Dr.  Young 
and  the  like. 

Reader,  how  could  any  man,  of  good  common  sense,  make  such  a 
jumble  as  that  the  Caucassian  is  at  one  and  the  same  moment  the 
highest  type  of  the  white  man,  and  yet  at  the  same  time  be  the  negro 
or  black  man  ?  Can  any  man  but  a  "  very  learned  man  "  commit 
''such  ground  and  lofty  tumblings,"  but  such  JD.D.s?  Then,  reader, 
look  at  Mr.  E.  B.  S.'s  authorities  to  prove  that  the  Kush  of  the 
Hebrew  text  is  the  Ethiopian  or  negro  of  the  English  Bible.  Like 
Dr.  Young,  he  refers  to  atheists  and  pagans,  and  they,  too,  writing 
thirty-five  to  forty  centuries  after  the  creation  of  the  world,  down  to 
his  special  atheistic  friend,  Mr.  Volney,  of  the  present  age.  Is 
their  authority  superior  to  that  of  God,  of  Jesus  Christ,  of  apostles 
and  prophets?  Are  the  opinions  of  Homer,  Herodotus,  Strabo, 
Pliny,  of  past  ages,  and  of  Messrs.  Volney,  Cuvier,  the  Humboldts, 
&c,  of  the  present  time  to  out-weigh  in  authority  on  any  question 
where  God  has  spoken  in  His  Word?  It  may  with  them,  and  such 
as  think  they  could  have  instructed  God  better  had  they  been  of  His 
privy  council. 

Mr.  E.  B.  S.  next  avers,  page  12,  "  Now  the  term  applied  to  the 
negro  in  the  hieroglyphical  inscriptions,  which,  like  the  keys  to  the 
meaning,  attend  these  pictures,  is  invariably  KuSH."  In  no  single 
instance  is  this  true,  much  less  invariably  so.  In  no  single  instance  is 
this  Hebrew  word  Kush  so  spelled  in  hieroglyphics  nor  in  the  He- 
brew, but  is  found  without  the  vowel,  as  in  Hebrew,  and  when  found 
is  written  KSH,  KS  or  CSH  or  CS,  and  never  refers  to  the  negro  or 
black  man.    The  gentleman  is  simply  mistaken.    The  hieroglvphics 
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intended  to  designate  the  children  of  Kush  can  be  found  in  hun- 
dreds if  not  thousands  of  instances,  but  never  once  as  being  applied  to 
the  negro,  and  never  once  so  spelled  and  applied.  The  proper  general 
appellation  of  the  negro  in  hieroglyphics  is  Nashi,  and  when  Mr.  E. 
B.  S.  alleges,  as  he  does  on  page  12,  that  the  hieroglyphical  inscrip- 
tions, as  applied  to  the  negro  is  invariably  KuSH,  and  says  this  is  the 
unanimous  statement  of  all  Egyptologists,  Champoleon,  Eosselini, 
Lepsius,  Wilkerson,  Glidden,  and  all  the  rest,  he  simply  makes  a 
statement  unsustained  by  the  hieroglyphics  and  unsustained  by  the 
writers  he  has  referred  to ;  for  in  no  single  instance  is  that  word 
KuSH,  either  so  written  in  hieroglyphics  or  in  any  other  inscrip- 
tions or  any  other  language,  on  any  monument  or  ancient  ruin  in 
Egypt,  Assyria  or  Babylonia,  nor  in  a  single  instance  where  it  does 
or  can  refer  to  a  negro.  Whenever  the  abbreviations  do  occur 
intended  to  designate  Kush,  they  are  accompanied  by  pictures  that 
no  more  represent  the  negro  than  would  the  pictures  of  General 
Washington,  the  Duke  of  Wellington  or  Napoleon  represent  negroes 
now.  So  far  does  this  statement  of  E.  B.  S.  vary  from  the  fact,  that 
in  one  instance,  for  example,  the  finest  and  grandest  form  and 
face  we  ever  beheld,  is  thus  painted  at  Aboosimbel  of  one  of  the 
Rameses  :  his  face  is  unmistakable  ;  so  are  those  of  his  associates, 
some  of  whom  wear  their  hair  long.  We  have  seen  the  Apollo  Bel- 
videre  and  admired  it,  but  this  face  of  Barneses  when  once  seen 
makes  an  impression  of  sublime  grandeur  that  will  never  fade  from 
memory ;  it  instantly  reminds  the  beholder  of  the  face  of  the  first 
Napoleon.  The  negro  is  equally  unmistakably  painted.  In  the  bas 
reliefs  of  another  Rameses  at  Medeenet-Haboo,  the  negro  appears,  as 
is  most  usual,  as  a  slave,  with  a  rope  around  his  neck  in  this  case. 
But  as  a  slave  he  is  in  paintings  as  well  as  sculpture  presented  in 
every  conceivable  attitude  of  a  slave,  but  never  that  of  a  freeman 
or  ruler.  Mr.  E.  B.  S.  has  not  observed  the  pictures,  or  has  not  read 
those  writers'  works,  and  hence  his  mistake.  And  had  he  under- 
stood the  Hebrew,  he  would  have  known  that  its  language  is  writ- 
ten without  vowels,  and  Kush  being  Hebrew,  would  not  have  been 
so  spelled  in  the  inscriptions.  Archaeologists  and  othe».  learned 
antiquarians  have  been  confused,  greatly  confused,  by  accepting 
Homer  and  Herodotus  and  the  b'eptuagint  Greek  term  of  Ethiopia 
as  descriptive  of  the  negro  and  his  country,  so  that  wherever  the 
negro  was  found  they,  without  proper  thought  given  to  God's  Word, 
have  designated  that  country  Ethiopia,  thus  adding  to,  instead  of  les- 
sening the  confusion,  until  more  than  forty  Ethiopias,  in  as  many 
different  localities,  spread  over  both  the  continents  of  Asia  and 
Africa,  can  be  numbered;  when  only  one  was  originally  intended  by 
Homer  and  Herodotus  and  Ptolemy's  translators  of  the  Septuagim. 
In  some  of  these  negro  localities  the  negroes  were  known  as  Ofcush- 
eans,  Kish,  Kisheans,  Kis  Kes,  &c,  which  contributed  to  the  confu- 
sion. To  remedy  this,  we,  as  before  said,  sat  down  years  ago  to 
settle  the  Bible  local  geography  on  maps  accompanying  Strabo, 
drawn  over  twenty  centuries  ago,  of  the  world  as  then  known,  noting 
the  exact  language  of  the  Bible  where  these  words  occur,  and  the 
exact  language  used  by  Homer,  who  was  most  evidently  followed  by 
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Herodotus  and  Ptolemy's-  translators.  By  doing  so,  all  the  principal 
stumbling  blocks  were  at  once  removed,  and  Kush,  the  oldest  son  of 
Ham,  instead  of  being  a  negro,  stood  forth  as  Kauc  Kushim,  the 
highest  and  noblest  type  of  white  man,  known  in  Helenistic  Greek 
as  the  Caucasian  race.  'The  Helenistic  derivation  of  this  term  is 
plainly  from  thisesource,  and  will  not  be  disputed  by  any  candid  lin- 
guist. How  strange  then  that  man's  ignorance  should  adopt  a  word 
by  which  the  noblest  of  the  white  race  is  now  designated,  and  yet 
ignorant  religious  casuistry  tells  us  in  the  same  breath  means  the 
black  man,  the  negro. 

Mr.  E.  B.  S.  could  never  have  read  these  men's  works,  nor  have 
examined  their  drawings  or  engravings,  or  he  would  never  have 
written  what  he  has  about  what  they  did  say.  Somebody  Las 
doubtless  told  him  so — perhaps  to  fool  him  ;  and  this  latter  inference 
is  forced  upon  the  mind  by  what  he  subsequently  adds:  1 '  That 
"  KuSH  is  found  in  the  hieroglyphical  designation  and  as  applied  to 
"  the  African  races  (negroes)  as  distinct  from  the  Egyptians  as  far 
"  back  as  the  monuments  of  the  sixth  dynasty,  3,000  years  B.  C. ;  a  date 
u  which,  according  to  any  of  the  received  chronologies,  carries  us  so 
"far  back  towards  the  deluge  as  to  enhance  poiver fully  the  importance 
"  of  the  fact  itself."  Now,  reader,  note  and  see  for  yourself,  if  you 
do  not  believe  that  somebody  has  been  fooling  Mr.  E.  B.  S.  Note 
what  he  has  said  above  :  that  the  "  hieroglyphic  "  KuSH,  designat- 
ing the  negro,  as  applied  to  the  African  races,  is  found  on  the  mon- 
uments of  the  sixth  dynasty  3,000  years  B.  C.,  and  which,  he  says, 
"  carries  us  so  far  back  towards  the  flood  or  deluge  as  to  enhance  pow- 
erfully the  importance  of  the  fact  itself"  Now,  reader,  note  what  we 
have  to  say.  Our  Savior  was  born  in  the  year  of  the  world  4,000  ; 
"  these  "  monumental  inscriptions  of  the  "  learned  "  Mr.  E.  B.  S. 
were  made,  he  says,  3,000  years  B.  C.  and  as  he  alleges  "  so  far  back 
towards  the  deluge  as  to  enhance  powerfully  the  importance  of  the  fact 
itself"  and  this  he  alleges  would  be  true  according  "  to  any  of  the 
received  chronologies."  Eeader,  do  you  not  think  some  one  has 
been  fooling  Mr.  E.  B.  S.  ?  perhaps  on  account  of  his  vanity,  super- 
ciliousness, self-sufficiency  and  downright  arrogance.  The  chronol- 
ogy of  our  Bible  fixes  the  year  of  the  deluge  to  have  been  1,656 
years  after  the  creation,  consequently  Mr.  E.  B.  S.'s  3,000  years 
towards  the  flood  runs  656  years  beyond  the  flood  and  to  a  point  oi 
time  only  seventy  years  after  the  death  of  Adam.  This  our  Bible 
chronology  tells  us.  But  if  he  takes  the  septuagint  chronologv  that 
the  year  of  the  flood  was  A.  M.  2264,  then  his  3,000  years  B.  C. 
runs  1,264  years  beyond  the  flood,  not  towards  it,  and  must  have 
drowned  both  Adam  and  Eve,  who  were  then  certainly  living,  if 
Mr.  E.  B.  S.'s  statement  be  true,  and — and  then  the  Bible  must  be  false. 
Which  will  you  believe,  reader,  Mr.  E.  B.  S.  or  the  Bible  ?  Not 
only  would  his  powerful  fact  drown  Adam  and  Eve,  but  Abraham 
also.  Astonishing !  But  there  is  no  knowing  what  gymnast  somer- 
saults "  great  learning  "  can  effect. 

But  the  gentleman  quotes  (?)  Joseph  us  whom  he  describes  "  an 
eminent  writer  and  historian,  a  learned  Jew  of  the  order  of  the 
priesthood  and  of  course  perfectly  acquainted  with  the  signification  of 
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the  word  Gush  as  used  in  the  Hebrew  Scriptures,"  and  as  designat- 
ing the  negro.  We  once  had  a  neighbor  named  "Black," — George 
Black — and  another  named  "  Olive,"  and  we  now  have  a  "  stage 
artist "  named  Miss  Olive  Logan ;  a  question,  reader :  do  these  names 
"  signify"  the  color  of  their  respective  owners?  To  smart  men  like 
E.  B.  S.  and  other  "  learned  men  "  they  may,  but  every  one  else 
who  thought  so  would  be  regarded  as  a  —  demented  man  or  worse. 
But  where  are  Josephus1  works?  They  became  soon  after  his  death, 
like  the  Septuagint  version  of  the  Old  Testament,  so  corrupted  that 
neither  Jew,  Gentile,  Pagan  or  Christian  accepted  either  the  one  or 
the  other  as  true.  Take  up  any  copy  now  professing  to  be  the  works 
of  Flavius  Josephus,  and  no  man  can  believe  it  without  first  rejecting 
the  truth  of  the  Old  Testament.  Gentlemen  must  be  hard  pressed 
for  proofs  of  their  favorite  dogmas  who,  in  order  to  support  their 
theories,  reject  the  veracity  of  God  and  the  truth  of  His  Word  and 
appeal  to  pagan  idolaters,  to  Jewish  and  Gentile  infidels,  to  atheists 
and  deists  as  superior  to  God's  Holy  Word ;  they  have  but  to  go  one 
step  farther  to  their  father  the  devil,  and  then  their  chain  of  divine 
proof  is  completed.  Reader,  can  you  think,  do  you  believe  such 
men  ever  have  read  God's  Word,  to  know  what  it  said,  and  at  the 
same  time  believe  that  God  meant  what  he  plainly  and  litei^alby  said? 
Impossible,  or  they  would  remember  the  fate  of  Uzzah.  Bear  in 
mind  we  have  never  quoted  a  single  author  and  never  will  to  prove 
what  God  has  either  said  or  done;  we  have  quoted  authors  frequently, 
but  never  for  sitch  purpose.  God's  Word  is  like  the  sun — it  gives 
light  to  all ;  it  gives  but  borrows  none.  Pindar,  Lucian,  iEschy- 
lus,  Herodotus  and  Homer,  et  al.,  of  the  ancients;  and  Volney, 
Cuvier,  the  two  Humboldts,  and  other  infidels  and  atheists  among 
the  moderns,  can,  in  the  estimation  of  such  writers  as  E.  B.  S.,  I>r. 
Young,  and  such  like  men,  set  Moses  and  the  prophets,  the  Savior 
and  His  apostles,  right,  correct  their  errors  and  mistakes;  but  we 
are  not  of  the  class  to  believe  them  in  preference,  nor  of  those 
whose  deistical  vanity  has  led  them  to  say  that  had  they  been  of 
God's  privy  council  they  could  have  instructed  him  better.  On  the 
contrary,  we  know  as  positively  that  God's  Word  is  true  and  will  be 
literally  fulfilled,  as  that  we  kno  w  the  sun  gave  light  on  the  earth  yester- 
day and  will  give  light  on  it  to-morrow. 

He  next  quotes  Ariel,  that  if,  admitting  Ham  was  black,  and 
made  so  by  the  curse  of  his  father  Noah,  yet  as  his  wife  was  white, 
that  necessarily  their  children  would  be  midattoes  and  not  negroes. 
See  page  15.  Well,  reader,  is  not  this  a  very  sensible  conclusion  to 
all  men  and  women  of  common  sense  ?  Assuredly ;  and  will  be  so 
regarded,  except — except  by  such  "  learned  men  "  as  Mr.  E.  B.  S. 
Hear  him.  He  says :  "If  God  caused  a  black  man  to  be  generated 
from  parents  of  a  different  color  from  His  own,  the  act  would  have 
been  a  miraculous  interference  with  the  ordinary  course  of  nature, 
and  the  complete  supposition  is,  that  it  was  done  for  a  particular  pur- 
pose, the  production  of  the  black  race ;  and  to  contend,  therefore, 
that  this  purpose  would  have  been  defeated  after  the  first  act,  by  the 
natural  effect  of  cohabitation  of  the  black  and  white  races  to  pro- 
duce mulattoes,  would  be  either  on  the  one  hand  to  omit  half  of  the 
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supposition,  or  on  the  other,  to  contend  that  a  natural  agency  actu- 
ally defeated  a  miraculous  dispensation  of  God's  power."  Wonder- 
ful reasoning!  The  " learned"  gentleman  must  just  have  drained 
a  demijohn  or  two  of  the  "  wine"  of  a  certain  "  lady  of  Babylon," 
before  he  perpetrated  it.    "If  God  caused  ?"    "  If — " 

Mr.  E.  B.  S.,  let  us  try  your  "  reasoning."  God  has  made  a  place 
for  the  punishment  of  the  wicked,  a  lake  of  fire,  called  hell.  Now, 
for  "your"  reasoning :  "  If  God  caused  hell  to  freeze  over,  the  act 
would  be  a  miraculous  intervention  of  His  power,  for  a  particular 
purpose,  and  the  complete  supposition  is,  that  He  did  it  to  set  the 
damned  in  hell  to  skating!"  Which  "if"  will  be  accomplished 
first,  Mr.  E.  B.  S.,  yours  and  the  negro,  or  the  freezing  of  hell  and 
the  skating  of  the  damned?  You  say  "if  God  caused"  a  negro  to  be 
generated  by  white  parents,  then  it  is  easily  settled,  "  if  you "  will 
show  in  God's  Word  that  he  did  perform  this  miracle ;  but  where  in 
God's  Word  is  it  said  He  did  so  ?  It  can  not  be  found,  and  you  know 
it,  although  you  have  asserted  the  contrary.  When  you  are  asked 
this  question  by  any  little  Sunday-school  girl,  must  you  not  feel 
that  Enoch's  answer  is  appropriate,  "  it  justh  whisthled  of  itself." 
But  now,  reader,  we  have  a  question  for  you,  for  it  is  useless  and 
1iopele%s  to  write  for  "such  learned"  men  as  Mr.  E.  B.  S.,  Dr.  Young, 
et  al.  of  that  ilk — that  would  be  love's  labor  lost ;  but  to  you,  our 
readers,  we  have  a  question  to  put  to  you:  Some  five  hundred  years 
after  the  birth  of  Cush,  Ham's  oldest  son,  (from  whom  the  negro  is 
derived,  according  to  Mr.  E.  B.  S.),  Moses,  by  God's  direction  and 
inspiration,  wrote  the  book  of  Genesis.  In  this  book  God  gives  in 
detail  an  account  of  the  creation,  and  that  everything  was  "good, 
very  good."  And  that :  u  Thus  were  the  heavens  and  earth  finished, 
and  all  the  hosts  of  them"  O !  no,  say  Mr.  E.  B.  S.  and  Dr.  Young, 
not  finished — the  great,  grand  capstone  of  earth  and  heaven  is  not 
yet  brought  forth — the  hosts  of  heaven  can  never  be  complete  until 
the  negro  man  and  negro  woman  with  kin  key  heads,  flat  noses,  kid- 
ney lips,  lantern  jaws,  bandy  shanks,  calf  legs  in  front,  legs  in  mid- 
foot, with  nice  No.  13  brogans  on  their  gizzard  feet,  with  black  skins 
and  odors  certainly  not  of  Eden,  once  the  abode  of  innocence, 
nor  from  Araby  the  blest,  is  or  was  placed  as  the  crown  of  all  the 
Almighty's  works  in  heaven,  earth  and  hell.  Beautiful,  but  so  only 
because  ''learned  men"  say  it  is  the  worthy  capstone  of  all  the 
works  divine.  But,  reader,  the  question  we  have  to  put  to  you  is 
this :  Mr.  E.  B.  S.  says  God  made  the  negro  when  he  made  Cush, 
ergo  the  negro  had  no  existence  until  God  made  him  out  of  Cush ; 
is  this  true?  And  if  true,  as  alleged  by  Mr.  E.  B.  S.,  do  you  not 
think  that  God  would  have  directed  Moses  to  write  an  appendix  to 
His  creation  stating  when  and  how,  by  Cush,  He  had  added  the  ne- 
gro to  His  works  directly  after  the  flood  ?  and  that  God  was  mis- 
taken when  He  said  first  that  the  heavens  and  the  earth  were  fin- 
ished. But  if  God  had  thus  then  made  the  negro,  how  can  he  be 
Ham's  son,  or  a  descendant  of  Adam  and  Eve?  If  Ham  was  his 
lather,  He  made  him  white,  but  if  God  made  Cush  a  negio,  then  he 
is  not  Ham's  son,  and  if  not  Ham's  son,  then  equally  true,  he  is  not 
the  descendant  of  Adam  and  Eve.    Everything  God  had  created  He 
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pronounced  "good,  very  good;"  now,  if  He  made  the  negro  two 
thousand  or  more  years  after  creation  was  finished,  then  the  negro 
was  never  pronounced  "good,  very  good"  by  God  when  He  made 
him  in  or  out  of  Cush;  and  if  never  declared  "good"  by  God,  what 
then?  Will  such  endorsement  of  him  by  such  "  learned  men  "  as  E. 
B.  S.  and  Dr.  Young,  be  equal  to  such  endorsement  of  him  by  God? 
and  could  God  give  such  endorsement  to  Cush  or  any  other  being, 
negro  or  white  man,  two  thousand  years  after  the  fall  of  Adam  ? 
And  if  God  could  not  endorse  the  negro  then  as  "  good  "  on  account 
of  his  corruptions  and  rascalities,  and  if  God  then  made  the  negro, 
do  not  these  men,  and  all  such  men  directly  charge  God  with  having 
made  an  infamous,  corrupt  and  lying,  thieving,  murdering  rascal? 
Now  as  all  mankind  was  corrupt,  and  the  thoughts  of  his  heart  evil, 
and  only  evil  continually,  before  the  flood,  nowv reader,  can  God 
create  or  produce  any  thing  but  what  is  good  ?  And  if  He  then 
made  the  negro  full  of  corruption,  sin  and  evil,  as  we  know  him, 
would  he  not,  the  pure,  wise,  holy  and  good  God,  be  committing  sin 
by  so  doing  ?  The  idea  is  horrible  ;  but  to  such  lengths,  to  such  ex- 
tremes, diabolical  as  they  are,  men  of  such  learning  are  running,  and 
willing  to  run  themselves  to  support  a  dogma  which  demands  the 
equalizing  of  the  devil  and  his  progeny,  the  negro,  with  God's"  chil- 
dren, the  sons  and  daughters  of  Adam.  But  Mr.  E.  B.  S.  may  say 
that  the  production  of  the  negro  in  Cush  is  no  new  or  additional 
creation.  Stop,  Mr.  E.  B.  S. ;  if  all  were  white  men  before,  and  no 
negroes  existing  before  Cush,  and  he  is  then  made  full  of  corruption, 
sin  and  evil,  with  black  skin  and  kinky  head,  he  could  not  have  been 
the  offspring  of  his  father  and  mother  who  were  both  white,  but  if 
then  made,  he  must  have  been  made  by  God,  and  God  could  not,  did 
not  make  a  corrupt  and  sinful  being  at  any  time.  The  case  of  the 
separation  of  Eve  from  Adam's  body,  sixty-five  years  after  Adam 
himself  was  created,  furnishes  no  parallel  for  the  creation  of  the 
negro  in  or  out  of  Cush,  for  Cush  had  his  natural  parents,  who  are 
so  recognized  in  the  Scriptures  by  God  himself,  while  Eve  had  no 
mother.  Nor  is  this  all,  for  when  she  was  made  she  was  "  good  " 
and  innocent;  the  negro,  on  the  contrary  (if  then  made  or  created 
from  Cush),  was  vile,  corrupt,  sinful.  Now  it  is  plain,  that  as  Ham 
and  his  wife  were  both  white,  that  they  could  not  have  been  the 
father  and  mother  of  the  black  negro,  such  as  we  now  have.  Then 
it  follows  that  one  of  two  things  must  be  true:  (1)  that  the  negro 
had  always  existed  from  creation,  just  as  we  now  find  him,  or  (2) 
that  if  he  was  created  after  the  flood  and  that  none  could  create  or 
make  a  being  or  animal  of  any  kind  but  God,  that  therefore  God 
must  have  created  him.  Then  follows,  if  this  be  true,  the  corollary 
that  God  is  or  was  the  creator  or  maker  of  a  vile,  sinful  being. 
Which  horn  of  the  dilemma,  Mr.  E.  B.  S.,  do  you  and  your  "  learned  ' 
friends  intend  to  occupy  ?  And  if  he  was  thus  then  made  by  God, 
that  he  is  neither  the  son  of  Ham  nor  the  descendant  of  Adam  and 
Eve,  and  is  not  a  human  being  any  more  than  horse,  ass  or  camel. 
And  if  God  did  so  make  or  caused  to  be  produced  the  negro  by,  in, 
or  from  Cush,  there  must  be  some  direct  record  of  it  in  God's  word, 
an  appendix  to  his  creation ;  and  if  He  did  then  do  so,  where  is  it  to 
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be  found  in  His  word  that  He  then  did  that  miraculous  thing? 
Please  excuse  our  rejection  of  any  assertion  of  yours  as  wholly 
worthless,  even  if  backed  by  a  thousand  D.D.s  of  this  age,  and  all- 
pagandom  besides.  This  endorsement,  now  the  "acme"  of  all  such 
u great  and  learned  men"  as  yourself,  et  al.,  of  "  the  whithle"  of 
your  predecessors,  back  to  the  point  of  time  "when  it  just  whithled 
of  itself,"  at  the  start  originally,  is  played  out.  None  believe  it  now 
but  such  as  yourself,  or  such  D.D.s  as  are  "  made"  now.  You  must 
produce  God's  word  to  sustain  you,  or  give  up  the  contest  manfully, 
unless  you  and  Dr.  Young,  and  all  such  writers  wish  to  exhibit 
yourselves  as  "  qualified"  to  believe  any  thing  but  the  Bible. 

The  next  point  E.  B.  S.  attempts  against  Ariel,  is  to  assail  what 
was  said  of  Adam's  name — "  the  man  " — in  Hebrew  "  ha  Adhom." 
This  name  is  given  by  God.  Eeader,  has  not  every  man  a  right,  and 
alone  the  right  to  say  by  what  name  his  child  shall  be  called  ?  Most 
certainly  Dare  any  man  to  say  that  God  had  not  this  right  to  name 
'his  own  Son  ?  Whether  E.  B.  S.  and  Dr.  Young  will  agree  to  per- 
mit or  allow  the  Almighty  this  privilege  or  not,  God  has  taken  it, 
and  we  would  like  to  see  how  they  will  go  about  helping  themselves, 
if  it  does  not  suit  them.  But  God  did  "  call  their  name  Adam." 
And  ever  after  when  he  spoke  of  him,  or  to  him,  he  addressed  him 
in  Hebrew,  "  ha  Adhom,"  "  the  man."  And  equally  true  is  this  of 
Eve.  God  always  called  her  "  ha  Chavah,"  "  the  woman."  "The 
man,"  "  the  woman,"  were  the  epithets,  the  names  bestowed  by  God 
upon  the  parents  of  our  white  race.  Had  he  not  the  right  to  bestow 
this  or  any  other  name  upon  his  children  ?  Luke,  in  tracing  the 
genealogy  of  our  Savior,  (known  to  be  white)  says :  "  Who  was  the 
son  of  Seth,  who  was  the  son  of  Adam,  who  was  the  son  of  God." 
Dare  any  man  say  that  God  did  not  call  him  ha  Adhom,  "  the  man  ?" 
And  if  God  did  so  name  him,  did  so  call  him,  how  dare  any  man  to 
change  it,  much  less  to  assail  GooVs  right  to  call  him,  as  he  saw  best  to 
do.  Now,  we  know  very  well  that  in  some  Hebrew  MS.  "  the  copy- 
id  "  left  out  ha,  and  in  some  dropped  Adhom,  and  substituted  in  its 
place  "Anshey"  "  Enosh,"  or  "  Ish,"  and  in  some  places  they  have 
reversed  this  and  inserted  Adhom,  for  these ;  and  our  tranlators 
by  a  huge  blunder,  translate  all  by  one  word,  man.  These  clerical 
errors  or  mistakes  of  copyists,  are  to  be  found  in  greater  or  less  num- 
ber in  every  MS.  Now,  the  difference  between  such  writers  asE.  B. 
S.,  Dr.  Young  and  "  Optician,"  (a  pamphlet  of  27  pp.  by  another 
D.D.,)  and  a  dozen  or  more  D.D.s  and  other  reviewers  of  Ariel,  is 
this  :  2 hey  would  correct  the  Almighty  by  the  copyist ;  while  we,  on  the 
other  hand,  would  correct  the  copyist  by  the  Almighty.  They  no  doubt 
think  we  are  very  foolish  in  doing  so ;  but  as  we  are  not  of  those  who 
think  they  could  have,  instructed  God  better,  had  they  been  of  his 
Privy  Council ;  and  do  not  believe  that  a  "  wooden  nutmeg  "  is 
equal  to  those  of  the  natural  growth,  and  are,  therefore,  content  in 
correcting  the  copyist  by  the  Almighty,  even  down  to  wooden  nut- 
megs. God  did  call  him  ha  Adhom,  and  how  dare  Mr.  E.  B.  S.  or 
any  other  man  to  call  him  differently  ? 

We  next  encounter  Mr.  E.  B.  S.  thus :  Ariel  had  said  that  the 
foundation  of  languages,  laid  in  the  ability  of  each  to  imitate  the 
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sounds  of  the  other.  Thus  if  we  can  imitate  the  sounds  made  by  & 
Greek,  and  he  can  those  we  make  in  English,  we  can  learn  to  con- 
verse together,  and  each  can  learn  what  the  other  means  by  and  from 
the  sounds  made.  We  thought  everybody  knew  and  understood  this, 
and  that  it  was  so  palpably  true  that  none  could  or  did  doubt  it. 
But  there  is  no  knowing  what  great  effects  "  great  learning  "  has 
produced  on  such  minds  as  those  of  E.  B.  S.  and  others  like  him. 
Listen  to  him.  He  says  on  p.  16,  "  we  .are  actually  ashamed  to  an- 
swer this  passage  ;  (that  the  foundation  or  language  laid  in,  &c.,)  still 
rather  for  the  purpose  of  illustrating  the  character  of  the  pamphlet, 
*  *  *  he  says,  we  will  briefly  point  out  the  conspicuous  absurdities 
of  which  it  is  wholly  made  up."  What  wonderful  discoveries  "such 
learned  men  r'  are  constantly  making !  Reader,  will  you  not  soon 
cease  to  look  with  wonder  at. the  account  of  that  strange  animal  that 
ran  into  a  hole  and  then  pulled  the  hole  in  after  him  ?  No  animal 
or  beast,  except  the  negro,  could  imitate  the  sounds  made  by  Adam. 
Had  this  been  the  case,  conversation  would  inevitably  have  ensued 
between  them.  Man  can  imitate  some  of  the  sounds  of  beasts  and 
of  birds  and  fowls,  and  use  this  imitation  to  instruct  and  teach  them 
all  that  is  necessary  to  render  them  useful  to  us,  and  also  to  decoy 
them.  But  if  these  beasts,  animals,  fowls,  &c,  could  not  and  did 
not  understand  these  sounds,  we  could  teach  them  nothing. 

In  continuation  of  our  remarks  on  "man,"  "  the  man,"  we  ask  the 
reader's  special  attention  to  what  follows.  There  are  several  separate, 
distinct  and  different  words  in  the  Hebrew,  all  of  which  are  transla- 
ted into  our  English  version,  (when  translated  at  all,)  by  one  and 
the  same  word  man  or  men  if  plural.  But  in  the  Hebrew  they  are 
never  confounded,  nor  have  they  one  and  the  same  meaning — their 
meanings  are  different,  as  we  shall  see  presently.  Copyists,  in  writing 
MS.,  have  sometimes  written  one  for  the  other  by  mistake,  but  which 
any  Hebrew  scholar  can  correct  as  easily  as  an  English  scholar  can 
correct  a  writer  who  uses  the  word  "  negro"  when  the  subject  is  that 
of  the  white  man.  The  words  we  refer  to  in  the  Hebrew  are  Adhorn 
(Adam,)  ha  Adhom  (the  Adam,)  and  by  which  the  white  man  alone  is 
designated  ;  ish  (black  man)  is  designated  ;  Enosh,  the  mulatto,  first 
cross  of  white  and  black  is  designated  ;  Anshey,  the  subsequent  cross- 
es of  the  whites  and  mulattoes.  The  designation  of  the  white  man  is 
a  most  singular  word  :  it  is  both  singular  and  plural  and  yet  neither  : 
it  is  both  masculine  and  feminine  and  yet  neither,  thus  showing  that 
omniscience  alone  could  have  selected  such  a  name — Adam  always 
contains  the  feminine.  Not  so  that  of  the  negro,  ish,  his  name  never 
contains  the  feminine,  and  is  masculine,  its  feminine  being  ishshali. 
The  two  last  Enosh  and  anshey,  mulatto,  God  never  made,  never  put 
such  beings  here  on  this  earth.  Man's  corrupt  association  with  a 
beast  produced  them,  and  hence  the  meaning  of  these  terms  are  one 
and  the  same.  One  "  incurably  afflicted,  and  never  the  subject  of 
a  resurrection  hereafter  : "  u  or  beyond  the  power  of  a  future  life.'1 
All  these  words  above  named  are  separate  and  distinct,  and  are  never 
confounded  together  by  the  Divine  writers  as  the  equivalents  of  each 
other ;  they  are  as  separate  and  distinct  from  each  other  as  are  the 
colors  of  the  different  parties  themselves,  and  must  from  necessity  be 
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so.  Yet  these  words  whenever  translated  in  our  Bible  is,  by  one 
word  man  or  men,  without  any  regard  whatever  to  the  original  word, 
whether  ha  Adhom,  ish,  Enosh,  anshey.  Having  said  this  much  about 
these  words,  we  now  add,  in  order  to  prevent  some  silly,  half  edu- 
cated, but  very  "  learned  writers,  like  those  we  are  reviewing,  from 
setting  the  waters  on  fire, :  That  in  the  beginning  every-thing  must 
necessarily  have  each  its  appropriate  name  in  the  outset,  and 
especially  those  belonging  to  man,  his  attributes,  social  and  domestic 
duties,  callings,  &c.  &c. 

But  this  can  be  made  plainer  by  giving  an  example  of  what  we 
mean,  thus :  Adam  was  a  man  before  he  was  a  husband  —  as 
Eve  was  a  woman  before  she  was  a  wife,  and  as  a  woman,  her  duties 
were  to  God — as  a  wife  her  duties  were  to  her  husband.  Eve  was  separ- 
ated from  Adam's  body  as  husband,  to  make  him  a  wife — hence  he 
called  her  ishshah,  wrongly  translated  woman,  it  should  be  wife — for 
although  a  wife  must  necessarily  be  a  woman,  yet  a  woman  may 
never  be  ■  a  wife.  Adam,  therefore,  called  his  wife  ishshah  for  she 
was  taken  from  her  husband  ish  wrongly,  like  "  woman,"  translated 
man.  The  relationship  of  husband  and  wife  is  what  is  now  brought 
before  us,  they  are  under  social  rule — each  under  rule  to  the  other, 
in  the  discharge  of  their  respective  duties  as  husband  and  wife. 
And  there  being  neither  masculine  nor  feminine  to  Adam's  name, 
he  as  husband  called  himself  ish,  the  name  of  the  negro  man  which  is 
of  masculine  gender,  and  never,  like  ha  adhom,  includes  females,  and 
who  was  under  rule  to  Adam ;  and  likewise  he  called  his  wife  ishshah, 
after  the  negress,  showing  the  separate  yet  respective  duties  they 
owed  as  husband  and  wife.  Their  personal  duties  to  God  as  one, 
were  included  in  the  term  ha  adhom,  which  has  no  separate  mascu- 
line or  feminine  gender  in  it,  but  is  both  masculine  and  feminine,  as 
Adam  was  before  Eve  was  separated  from  his  body.  Moral  duties, 
partake  of  the  same  singularity  in  names.  "Noah  was  ajust  man," 
ish,  justice  and  righteousness  have  their  rules.  "  Esau  was  a  cunning 
hunter  and  a  man,  ish,  of  the  field,"  and  Jacob  was  a  plain  man,  ish, 
" dwelling  in  tents" — a  good  man,  ish  tobh  shall  be  satisfied  in  him- 
self. 

Enosh  and  Anshey  are  found  in  many  places  in  the  Hebrew,  and 
like  ish  are  always  translated  in  our  Bibles  man,  when  translated, 
although  often  in  such  strange  contrasts  to  Adam,  ha  Adhom,  that 
we  have  often  been  amazed  how  our  translators,  or  indeed  any  trans- 
lators or  readers  of  the  Hebrew  could  fail  to  notice  it.  We  give  an 
instance  in  Psalms,  xc. :  3:  Thou  turnest,  enosh  (the  mulatto)  man 
to  destruction,  but  sayest  return,  you  children  of  ha  adhom3  man." 
Enosh,  the  mulatto,  whom  God  turns  to  destruction,  is  here  trans- 
lated man,  and  the  children  of  Adhom  whom  God  calls  to  return  to 
him,  the  word  ha  adhom  is  also  translated  man.  How  different  the 
idea  when  properly  translated:  Thou  turnest  the  mulatto  to  destruc- 
tion, but  sayest,  return,  you  children  of  Adam,  (the  white  man.) 

We  will  present  another  example.  It  is  from  Moses'  last  speech 
to  his  brethren,  immediately  preceding  his  death,  and  is  found  in 
Deuteronomy  xxxii.  We  will  remark  here  that  among  the  errors 
of  copyists  is  one  of  frequent  occurrence  to  be  found  in  Hebrew 
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MS.,  versos,  as  now  found  in  the  Bible,  are  transposed  as  though  it 
happened  thus:  that  the  transcriber,  laying  his  pen  down  for  a 
time  and  again  taking  it  up  skips  a  number  of  verses  accidentally 
which  he  does  not  observe  at  the  moment,  but  when  noticed  he 
brings  them  in  at  the  place  he  is  at ;  or  writes  a  verse  by  mistake 
before  its  time  and  place  in  transcribing,  and  in  this  way  confusion 
is  introduced  in  the  sense  of  the  divine  writings ;  but  they  are 
easily  discovered  and  corrected  by  any  accurate  reader  of  God's 
Word,  or  by  comparing  the  MS.  with  others  or  ancient  versions 
with  it.  An  instance  of  this  occurs  in  this  chapter  of  Deuteronomy. 
The  divine  writer  is  speaking  (1)  of  God's  people,  and  (2)  of  those 
who  were  not  God's  people,  and  commences  with  "  God's  people." 
The  fifth  verse  should  be  omitted  and  read  next  following  the  thirty- 
first  verse,  when  speaking;  of  a  people  who  are  not  God's  people, 
having  been  inserted  improperly  as  following  the  fourth  verse, 
where  Moses  was  speaking  of  God's  people.  This  will  be  made 
plain  in  our  other  work,  "  The  White  Man,"  so  any  can  see  and 
understand  that  such  transpositions  do  exist,  and  how  with  absolute 
certainty  they  can  be  corrected.  Moses  in  this  chapter  commences 
with  describing  God's  people  and  at  the  eighth  verse  he  says :  "  Re- 
member the  days  of  old,  consider  the  years  of  many  generations ; 
ask  thy  father  and  he  will  show  thee,  thy  elders  and  they  will  tell 
thee  when  the  Most  High  divided  to  the  nations  their  inheritance, 
when  he  separated  the  sons  of  Adam  (beni  ha  adhom)  He  set  the  bounds 
of  His  people  according  to  the  number  of  the  children  of  Israel."  Isaac 
had*  two  sons,  Esau  and  Jacob.  Esau  married  two  ites,  mulatto 
women  of  Canaan  ;  and  Jacob  married  into  his  own  family  kindred 
the  whites,  which  Moses  tells  us  in  the  ninth  verse,  after  saying  God 
set  the  bounds  of  his  (the)  people  according  to*the  number  of  the 
children  of  Israel.  "  For  the  Lord's  portion  (of  the  earth)  is  his 
people,  and  Jacob  is  the  lot  of  his  inheritance."  Of  the  remain- 
ing portion f  God  having  separated  His  people  from  them,  (the 
mulattoes)  Moses  says  of  them,  verse  31 :  "For  their  rock  (foun- 
dation) is  not  our  rock  (or  foundation)  even  our  enemies  them- 
selves being  judges.  Verse  5 :  For  they  have  corrupted  them- 
selves, (amalgamated  with  beasts  —  negroes,)  their  spot  (color)  is 
not  the  spot  (color)  of  His  children,  but  a  perverse  and  crooked 
generation  (breed) ;  Verse  32  :  For  their  vine  (is  not  grape  but  is) 
the  vine  of  Sodom  and  (the  product)  of  the  fields  of  Gomorrah  ; 
their  grapes  are  grapes  of  gall,  their  clusters  are  bitter.  (  33  ) 
Their  wine  is  the  poison  of  dragons,  and  the  cruel  venom  of  asps. 
And  that  these  are  laid  up  in  store  for  a  day  of  vengeance  and  of 
recompense,  when  God  will  cause  their  feet  to  slide  in  the  day  of 
their  calamity."  Eeader,  look  at  the  points  of  resemblance.  Their 
foundation  Rock,  whence  they  started  is  not  the  foundation  or'  Rock 
whence  God's  people  started  ,  their  vine  is  not  the  grape-bearing 
vine  of  God's  people,  but  that  of  Sodom,  the  product  of  the  fields 
of  Gomorrah  ;  their  grapes,  though  resembling  God's  children,  yet 
are  they  grapes  of  gall,  and  their  clusters  bitter ;  their  wine,  though 
resembling  God's  wine  (people)  is  the  poison  of  dragons  and  the 
cruel  venom  of  asps;  and  their  u  spot" — "gracious  me,"  what  a 
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translation  !  A  negro  is  black  all  over,  and  that  is  called  a  "  spot," 
the  mulatto  is  yellow  all  over,  that  is  another  "  spot,"  and  these 
"  two  spots  "  are  not  "  the  spot  of  God's  people,"  who  are  white  all 
over j  and  Moses  here  appeals  to  their  enemies — "  our  enemies  them- 
selves being  judges  " — to  decide  who  were  GooVs  people.  How  could 
they  see  into  the  heart  and  decide  who  were  and  who  were  not  God's 
people?  Their  enemies  nor  any  one  else  but  God  could  scan  the  heart, 
but  here  is  an  appeal  made  by  Moses  which  their  enemies  themselves 
being  judges  could  decide:  who  were  and  who  were  not  God's 
people?  and  that  was  by  color,  not  "spot"  black  —  corrupt  color, 
mulatto,  as  the  Hebrew  plainly  means,  by  and  from  mixing  different 
seeds  together  by  amalgamation  on  the  same  vine  or  stalk.  In  the 
days  of  Peleg  God  separated  the  sons  of  Adam  from  the  negro  when 
he  divided  the  earth  among  the  children  of  Noah ;  Canaan  was  a 
son  of  Noah,  a  white  man  and  son,  and  himself  had  two  white  sons 
by  his  first  wife,  Sidon  and  Heth,  but  had  nine  other  sons  by 
negresses ;  these  God  locates  by  special  boundary  in  the  land  of  Ca- 
naan, for  God  intended  to  destroy  them,  and  he  did  not  intend  that 
the  sons  of  Adam  should  mistake  at  the  time  of  their  destruction 
who  they  were — neither  human  nor  beast,  a  something  never  made 
or  created  by  God,  the  product  of  man's  corruption  with  a  beast,  or 
black  negro,  for  such  is  the  meaning  of  the  Hebrew  word  which  we 
translate  "  corrupt,"  "  corruption,"  and  he  gave  their  exact  location, 
so  that  there  should  be  no  mistake  as  to  who  were  exterminated, 
why  they  were,  and  by  whose  order  the  extermination  was  made^and 
the  reason  of  such  extermination.  Now,  reader,  turn  to  Genesis 
xxxii :  28,  and  you  will  see  all  this  plainly  set  forth.  The  transla- 
tion in  our  Bibles  is  bad,  very  bad,  and  the  punctuation  worse,  but 
we  will  take  it,  anft  for  our  present  purpose  will  make  the  meaning 
plain  by  the  logic  of  facts.  It  reads  thus:  "And  He  said,  Thy 
name  shall  be  called  no  more  Jacob  but  Israel ;  for  as  a  prince  hast 
thou  power  with  God  and  with  men,  and  hast  prevailed."  The 
word  men  in  this  verse  is,  in  Hebrew,  enoshim,  "  the  mulatto."  Jacob 
was  the  father  of  the  twelve  tribes  who  exterminated  the  mulattoes 
of  Canaan  by  order  of  God,  and  the  Hebrew  enosh  is  the  first  cross 
between  white  and  black,  called  ites  in  Genesis  x  :  16,  17,  18  and  19, 
and  inhabited  this  land  of  Canaan,  given  afterward  by  God  to 
Abraham  and  his  seed,  and  from  which  God  ordered  their  extermi- 
nation by  Moses  and  Joshua.  Enosh  is  the  singular,  enoshim  is  the 
plural.  Now,  reader,  bear  in  mind  the  facts  just  stated,  and  note 
the  translation  we  now  make  :  "  Thy  name  shall  no  more  be  called 
Jacob  but  Israelj  for  as  a  prince  thou  hast  power  from  God  over 
(enoshim)  the  mulattoes,  and  shall  prevail ; "  and  which  subsequent 
facts  show  this  translation  to  be  exactly  the  ideas  of  the  original. 
Jacob  did  prevail  over  the  enoshim,  the  midattoes  of  Palestine  and 
destroyed  them. 

We  add  here  one  more  case,  because  it  covers  an  item  of  another 
sort — the  word  "fair,"  found  in 'Genesis  vi :  2-4  :  the  sons  of  God 
saw  the  daughters  of  men  that  they  were  fair,  tovoth  does  not  mean 
light  complected,  fair  countenance,  fair,  white  $r  light-colored  skin ; 
for  this  the  Hebrew  word  is  yapha,  while  tovoth  means  desirable  in  a 
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sensual  sense  only.  But  an  important  matter  is  found  iust  here  on 
this  subject,  and  stated  thus  :  "And  when  the  sons  of  God  came  in 
unto  the  daughters  of  men,  and  they  bare  children  (the  word  "  chil- 
dren "  is  not  in  the  original,  proving  thereby  that  the  product  was 
neither  beast  nor  human)  unto  them,  the  same  became  mighty  men, 
which  were  of  old  men  of  renown."  Men  of  renown  is  here  trans- 
lated from  anshey  hash  shem;  shem  is  translated  "  renown,"  and  anshey 
"  men."  The  proper  translation  of  the  word  shem  is  "name,"  and 
anshey  is  the  same  as  enosh,  mnlattoes,  and  should  have  been  trans- 
lated thus:  "  The  same  (product  of  the  sons  of  God  with  anshey) 
mulattoes  became  mighty  men,  which  were  of  old  of  the  name  of 
anshey" — enosh.  Mighty  men — knock-downs,  bullies  of  a  certain  kind 
of  houses  of  the  most  degraded  character. 

The  only  reason  why  we  have  noticed  at  this  length  these  pamph- 
lets is  that  it  afforded  the  opportunity  of  further  illustrating  Ariel's 
work  as  far  as  such  illustrious  writers,  teeming  with  the  "  learning  " 
peculiar  to  the  age,  could  be  comprehended,  and  thereby  allowing 
explanations  to  be  giren  on  many  side  issues  that  would  be  irrelevant 
otherwise. 

There  is  a  quotation  made  by  E.  B.  S.  on  page  18  of  his  pamphlet 
from  the  latter  part  of  the  fifth  verse  of  the  second  chapter  of  Gen- 
esis. We  refer  to  it  not  for  the  purpose  of  noticing  what  he  said 
about  it,  or  that  he  or  any  one  had  found,  as  he  says,  *  that  the  sixth 
verse  described  the  first  rain,"  or  that  it  had  ever  rained  before  the 
flood  ;  but  for  another  purpose,  and  one  of  great  importance  in  under- 
standing the  question  about  the  negro's  position  as  assigned  him  by 
God,  and  to  which  we  invite  the  attention  of  Hebrew  scholars.  It 
stands  in  our  Bible  thus:  "There  was  not  a  man  to  till  the  ground." 
To  get  at  the  point  we  wish  to  call  attention  to,  we  will  write  the 
Hebrew  in  English  letters,  "  veadhom  ayin  lagn  ebhodh  athhaedha- 
mah."  The  word  we  have  italicized  is  the  same  word  that  occurs  in 
Genesis  ix  :  25,  and  Genesis  xiv  :  14,  and  is  translated  in  both  places 
servant,  and  literally  is  slave — bond  slave — as  chattel.  This  occurrence 
of  that  word  before  Adam's  fall,  and  which  is  not  translated,  is  what 
we  wish  to  call  attention  to — why  is  it  not  translated  1  Again,  in 
verse  15,  same  chapter,  M  and  commanded  him  to  dress  it  and  keep 
it"  The  words  "  to  dress  it,"  are  translated  from  le  ebhodh ;  we 
srive  the  original  in  English  letters,  "  viyyannichehu  bheganedhen 
le  ebhodh  uleshamerah."  The  same  family  of  words  of  ebod, 
ebhodh.  In  the  twenty-third  verse,  third  chapter,  the  same  word 
occurs,  "miggan  edhen  la  ebhodh  athhaedhamah  asher  lukkach 
mishssom."  Why  not  translated  in  these  places  in  our  English 
Bibles  ?  These  words  are  correctly  translated  in  Genesis  ix  :  25, 
what  Xoah  said  to  Canaan,  and  also  in  Genesis  xiv  :  14,  in  enumer- 
ating Abraham's  army,  except  that  it  should  be  slave  instead  of  ser- 
vant. But  why  not  translate  ihe  same  word  with  the  same  meaning 
be/ore  the  flood  as  they  did  after  the  flood  ?  The  reason  is  plain  : 
after  the  flood  ■  our  learned  men  "  found  a  place  in  NoaWs  curse-  of 
Canaan,  where  they  could  bring  in  the  negro,  and  as  a  slave,  and 
then  they  had  no  objection  to  translate  ebhodh.  The  same  word 
occurs,  not  only  before  the  flood,  but  before  the  fall  of  Adam  but 
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never  translated  in  a  single  instance.  Why  ?  Were  these  gentle- 
men unwilling  to  face  the  music  of  God's  truth,  and  therefore  pre 
ferred  to  slur  the  notes  ?  And  in  this  way  "  God's  truth"  has  beer 
slurred  and  slurred  by  "  our  so-called  learned  men,"  affecting  a 
wisdom  wiser  than  that  of  God,  they  have  substituted  their  puny 
"  think  so's  "  for  the  truth  of  God,  until  our  "  corrals,"  misnamed 
"  churches,"  are  filled  not  only  with  infidels,  but  with  beasts,  and 
beings  neither  brute  nor  human,  and  the  land  with  atheists,  and  all 
draped  in  vesture  from  the  loom  of  death ;  and  until  the  highest  of 
the  so-called  civilized  nations  are  filled  with  wTar  and  bloodshed, 
rapine  and  plunder,  sin  of  every  hue,  crime,  adultery,  fornication, 
murder,  robbery,  and  bribery  presents  are  the  order  of  the  day, 
from  highest  to  lowest  stations  in  life,  instead  of  "  Glory  to  God  in 
the  highest,  and  on  earth  peace  and  good  will  among  men."  The 
damning  influence  which  has  attended  the  tramp  of  our  so-called 
learned  men  on  or  over  the  earth  for  the  last  twenty  or  twenty-five 
centuries — with  a  slight  interruption  made  by  the  apostles  of  the 
Lord  Jesus  Christ  in  their  day,  while  preaching  the  gospel,  and 
they  not  learned — the  tramp  of  the  so-called  learned  has  carried 
destruction  to  man's  best  hopes  in  the  van,  and  strewn  the  rear  with 
the  triumphs  of  the  devil,  robing  honest  and  confiding  hearts  in  the 
vestments  of  the  damned,  throwing  a  mystery  and  such  gross  incon- 
sistencies over  God's  pure  and  simple  word,  his  reasonable,  common 
sense  revelation  to  His  children,  intended  by  him  to  be  literally 
understood,  and  literally  construed,  and  literally  interpreted,  just  as 
wTe  do  each  other's  language,  and  when  done  so,  it  would  be  so  plain 
that  a  wayfaring  man,  though  a  fool,  shall  not  err  therein.  Yet  no 
man  or  woman  of  sense  can  or  does  cordially  accept  it  as  these  men 
present  it  without  first  bidding  good  bye  to  common  sense,  when,  if 
properly  translated,  they  would  receive  it  and  obey  it  with  heart 
and  soul. 

Mr.  E.  B.  S.  assails  Ariel  for  noting  the  coincidental  fact  of  the 
termination  of  the  Jewish  Genealogical  Tables  and  the  Egyptian 
embalming  as  happening  about  the  same  time.  He  says,  see  page  25, 
"  The  destruction  of  Jerusalem  occurred  in  the  seventieth  year  of 
the  Christian  era ;  the  cessation  of  the  custom  of  embalming  in 
Egypt  is  imputed  on  good  authority  to  the  preaching  of  St.  Anthony 
in  the  middle  of  the  fourth  century,  who  regarded  it  as  an  idola- 
trous superstition,  an  interval  of  three  hundred  years  having 
elapsed  between  the  fall  of  Jerusalem  and  the  cessation  of  Egyptian 
embalming."    Such  are  Mr.  E.  B.  S.'s  views. 

A  question  comes  in  here  properly :  Did  the  Jews  cease  their  ef- 
forts in  keeping  up  their  genealogical  tables  when  Jerusalem  fell  be- 
fore the  conquering  army  of  Titus?  No.  Their  city  had  fallen 
once  before,  and  their  people  carried  captive  away  by  Nebuchadnez- 
zar. Did  the  Jews  on  that  occasion  cease  keeping  up  their  genealo- 
gical tables?  No;  although  their  temple  was  burnt,  and  its  sacred 
vessels  with  their  king  and  people  were  carried  to  Babylon  as  cap- 
tives. Yet,  notwithstanding,  they  preserved  their  genealogies;  then 
why  should  they  not  when  overthrown  by  Titus  V  They  did  keep 
these  tables  with  a  religious  devotion  never  surpassed  by  any  other 
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people,  and  never  equalled  before  by  themselves,  and  with  the  same 
zeai  and  system  that  had  marked  the  efforts  on  former  occasions 
from  a  similar  disaster,  and  for  two  hundred  and  fifty  to  three  hundred 
years  after  the  fall  of  Jerusalem,  when  it  gradually  began  to  decline, 
and  from  their  dispersed  condition  they  gradually  gave  it  up,  although 
some  of  them  still  kept  up  their  line,  till  about  A.  D.  500,  when  it 
was  finally  abandoned  at  Babylon.  In  like  manner  the  process  of 
embalming  commenced  declining  about  A.  D.  250,  as  did  the 
Jewish  genealogical  tables  at  the  same  time,  and  finally  ceased  al- 
together A.  D.  453,  this  being  the  last  date  found  on  any  sarcopha- 
gus. Up  to  A.  D.  250  the  number  embalmed  continued  about 
as  usual.  After  this  it  began  to  decline,  and  which  rapidly  in- 
creased, until  it  finally  became  extinct  A.  D.  453.  St.  Anthony  was 
born  A.  D.  251.    What  a  wonder  of  learning  this  E.  B.  S. 

We  have  occupied  more  time  and  space  in  noticing  Mr.  E.  B.  S., 
we  may  be  told,  than  the  work  is  worthy,  and  thus  dignifying  it  and 
Dr.  Young's  labors  with  a  value  by  our  notice  that  their  own 
merits  would  fail  to  attract.  True  that  these  writers  show  great  de- 
ficiency in  historical,  biblical,  archaeological  and  exegetical  learning, 
yet  as  they  afforded  the  opportunity  of  supplying  answers  to  many 
outside  questions,  connected  more  or  less  directly  with  the  main 
questions  at  issue,  we  have  used  them  for  that  purpose  as  well  as  for 
another — their  friends  think  them  " venj  learned"  and  their  pamph- 
lets very  able  and  very  convincing,  and  this  opinion  of  them  and 
their  works  we  know  is  entertained  by  many,  but  whether  justly  or 
not,  they  can  better  determine  after  reading  this  "  review"  of  their 
labors.  The  people  of  Charleston,  the  negroes  particularly  we  are 
informed,  have  held  several  meetings  and  invited  various  learned 
men  to  answer  Ariel,  and  that  they  have  pretty  unanimously  en- 
dorsed Mr.  E.  B.  S.  as  their  champion — far  surpassing  in  knowledge 
and  learning  any  and  all  others.  This  endorsement  of  him  by  so 
large  a  body  of  his  immediate  neighbors  and  fellow-citizens  so  wor- 
thy of  him,  they  feel  is  warranted  by  their  own  knowledge  of  the 
Hebrew  and  Greek  languages,  and  especially  as  some  of  them  were 
originally  from  Africa,  have  been  from  childhood  seeing  and  con- 
versant by  early  association  with  the  Hieroglyphic,Demotic  and  Hiera- 
ti  c  languages  and  paintings  of  monumental  Egypt  and  Assyria.  High 
endorsement  this.  But  —  his  mother  could  hardly  have  known 
"  her  boy"  was  about  to  perpetrate  pamphleteering  or  she  would 
doubtless  have  kept  him  in  doors  until  the  fever  had  left  him. 

But  our  review  is  alike  due  to  the  Bev.  Robert  A.  Young,  D.D., 
on  account  of  his  "  great  learning,"  talents,  and  eloquence,  but  also 
for  his  peculiar  Christianity  and  Christian  feeling  engendered  by  his 
system  and  association  with  the  fi  learned,"  as  elicits  from  him  in  the 
closing  sentences  of  his  pamphlet,  the  turning  of  poor  Ariel  to  the 
pleasing  (doubtless  so  to  him,  may  be  so  to  others)  prospect,  "  that 
God  shall  add  unto  him  the  plagues  of  this  book  (the  comforts  of 
the  damned)  and  shall  take  away  his  (Ariel's)  part  out  of  the  book 
of  life,  and  out  of  the  Holy  City."  Charming  Gospel  this.  But  it 
is  "  the  Gospel"  and  the  only  Gospel  that  has  been  preached  by  the 
"  learned"  as  a  body,  since  the  death  of  the  apostles  of  our  Lord 
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Jesus.  To  the  slake,  to  inquisitorial  and  other  dungeons  with  every 
man  who  dare  differ  with  them,  or  who  dare-to  contend  that  God' a 
Word  alone  should  govern  and  control  the  religious  faith  and  con- 
duct of  men  and  women  on  earth.  What  a  wonderful  idiosyncracy 
between  "learned  men."  Hear  Mr.  E.  B.  S.:  "He  (Ariel)  is  one 
who,  differing  with  us  politically,  (we  thought  it  was  biblically),  has 
composed  his  piece  as  a  satire  upon  our  sentiments ;  and  we  feel 
constrained  to  add  that  in  proportion  as  it  shall  find  advocacy 
among  us  it  will  prove  a  most  humiliating  commentary  upon  the  in- 
telligence of  the  people."  Such  was  the  opinion  of  the  devil  when  he 
tempted  Eve — don't  follow  God's  law,  but  "if  you  want  to  be  as 
god*  follow  me."  And  so  thought  "  the  learned,"  when  they  cruci- 
fied our  Lord  Jesus — but  the  "  common  people  "  gladly  received 
him,  and  his  word,  and  his  doctrine.  And  on  page  20  he  inquires : 
"  Shall  then  the  decisions  of  "  the  learned  "  of  all  ages  and  nations, 
and  the  generally  received  opinions  of  mankind,  rounded  upon  a 
"rendering"  which  can  scarcely  be  avoided,  yield  to  the  baseless 
surmises  ot  an  anonymous  writer,  who  displays  the  grossest  ignorance 
of  the  greater  part  of  the  subject  which  he  attempts  to  handle,  and 
dishonesty  as  to  all  tlie  rest,''1  Reader,  "  the  decisions  of  the  learned 
ot  all  ages  and  nations,  and  the  generally  received  opinions  of  man- 
kind" for  fifteen  or  twenty  centuries  were,  that  this  earth  was  sta- 
tionary, and  around  which  the  sun,  moon,  etc.  revolved — that  was 
the  opinion  of  "the  learned."  What  is  the  opinion  now  of  "the 
great  unlearned?"  For  setting  "the  learned"  right  on  that  subject, 
the  poor  "  unlearned "  Galileo  was  denounced  by  every  "learned 
man"  in  Christendom,  by  every  college  and  university,  by  pulpit 
and  by  professor,  and  then  they  put  him  into  the  stocks  and  made 
him  eat  six  leaves  of  his  book  every  day,  until  he  ate  the  whole  of 
it  up  and  made  him  swear,  as  he  swallowed  each  leaf,  that  it  was 
false,  and  written  at  the  instigation  of  the  devil !  Made  the  poor  fel- 
low swallow  the  truth,  and  accept  in  its  stead  a  lie  of  "  the  learned." 
Many  wanted  him  burned.  Header,  what  would  such  now  as  Mr. 
E.  B.  S-,  Dr.  Young,  et  al.  do  with  poor  Ariel  if  they  had  the  power? 
Do  you  not  think  that  at  least  they  would  make  an  appendix  to  the 
titles  of  their  pamphlets  instead  of  "Ariel  Refuted11 — "  Complete  ex- 
posure," etc.,  etc.  narrating  his  consignment  to  some  terrible  end  worse 
than  the  charms  of  purgatory  ? 

We  will  pass  these  gentlemen  and  take  up  another  "  reviewer"  cf 
Ariel.  "  The  Southern  Pen  and  Pulpit."  It  makes  but  one  point 
that  is  different  or  additional  to  those  we  have  already  examined, 
,  and  that  in  its  own  language  is  this:  "Ariel  would  have  us  believe 
(say  they),  that  all  these  peoples  designated  in  Scripture  as  ites — for 
instance  the  Canaanites,  Arkites,  etc.,  were  the  offspring  of  a  cross 
between  the  whiteman  and  the  negro — between  the  human  and 
beast;"  and  then  asks:  "The  sons  of  Levi  were  called  Levites — were 
they  half  negro  and  half  white?" 

This  criticism  shows  a  want  of  attention  alas  too  common  in  read- 
ing God's  Word  by  both  "pulpit"  and  "  pen,"  and  a  carelessness 
wholly  indefensible  on  the  part  of  those  who  do  regard  the  Bible  as 
the  Word  of  God.    We  had  thought  that  in  giving  the  meaning, 
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(in  part  at  least),  of  the  suffix  ite,  that  Done  could  misapprehend, 
much  less  to  make  such  a  blunder  as  "  the  Pen  and  Pulpit  has." 
But  neither  "pen"  "nor  pulpit,"  in  this  our  day,  seem  to  have 
much  knowledge  of  God's  Word.  The  meaning  of  that  word  ite  is, 
"  a  class — bonded  class — limited,  circumscribed,  confined  within 
certain  bounds,"  but  without  any  regard  to  that,  whatever  it  might 
be,  that  did  limit,  bound,  or  circumscribe  it. 

In  the  case  of  the  Canaanite3,  that  which  bonded  or  circumscribed 
them,  was  the  fact  of  their  being  part  negro  (beast),  and  part  white 
(human),  and  their  dying  out  or  becoming  extinct  in  the  fifth  white 
consecutive  cross,  as  will  be  shown  when  we  take  up  the  subject  of 
"  the  negro"  presently.  In  the  case  of  the  Moabites  and  Ammon- 
ites it  was  that  of  being  the  offspring  of  incest;  but  being  pure 
white  descendants  of  Adam  and  Eve,  their  being  such  did  not  pre- 
vent the  Savior's  genealogy  from  running  through  Ruth  the  Moab- 
itess.  In  the  case  of  the  Levites  it  was  from  being  set  apart  from 
the  ordinary  avocations  of  man  to  perform  a  special  duty  for  a  spe- 
cial purpose  not  held  in  common  by  the  other  tribes  of  Israel. 
When  the  Hebrews  would  have  a  king,  they  thereby  rejected  God 
as  their  king,  and  chose  Saul,  and  thence  were  called  Israelites,  and 
the  tribes  became  ites.  Neither  Canaanites,  Moabites,  Ammonites, 
Levites,  Israelites  would  be  perpetuated,  but  all  would  come  to  an 
end  at  some  time,  but  while  existing  as  such,  they  were  bonded, 
limited  classes.  This  we  thought  was  so  manifestly  plain,  that  none 
could  misapprehend  it.  But  it  seems  we  were  mistaken.  This 
covers  the  only  point  made  by  "the  Pen  and  Pulpit,"  that  have  not 
been  noted  previously  or  will  be  covered  when  we  take  up  the  main 
subject  presently ;  and  we  shall  here  close  our  review  of  our  re- 
viewers by  taking  up  for  a  moment  "  The  New  Monthly  Magazine, 
W.  P.  Harrison,  D.D.  Editor,  Nashville,  Tenn.,  January  and  February 
numbers,  1871." 

On  p.  33  there  is  a  piece  headed :  "  Modern  raid  upon  the  Book 
of  Genesis;1'  by  the  Editor.  Whether  intended  by  him  as  a  review 
or  castigation  of  Ariel,  is  not  so  easily  told.  But  judging  from  the 
paper  and  its  temper,  we  presume  the  latter  was  intended.  Ariel,  it 
seems,  had  excited  his  priestly  ire  for  daring  to  print  and  publish 
his  book  on  "  The  Negro,"  without  first  getting  the  permission  of  uthe 
clergy1"  to  do  so.  And  as  he  claims  14  that  he  is  set  for  the  defense  of 
God's  truth  (just  what  the  devil  in  effect  told  Eve)  we  shall  do  our 
utmost  to  fulfil  the  ordination  vow."  In  all  the  Book  of  God,  and 
which  contains  all  of  GooVs  truth,  we  can  find  no  such  vow  as  "  ordi- 
nation vow."  Then,  as  this  vow  is  not "  in  God's  truth,"  who  exact- 
ed it  ?  and  to  whom  is  it  made  ?  and  how  does  it  "  set  him  for  the 
defence  of  God's  truth,"  seeing  there  is  not  the  least  allusion  to  any 
such  vow  in  God's  word  ?  We  have  some  interest  in  common  with 
others,  in  knowing  to  whom  this  D.D.  has  made  such  a  vow — not 
being  required  by  God  in  his  word,  it  can  not  be  to  him.  Is  it  to 
the  other  "  Prince  or  Potentate,"  or  is  the  gentleman  simply  mis- 
taken ?  It  is  important  this  should  be  known  ;  if  to  God,  then  he  is 
mistaken  and  needs  to  correct  himself,  and  if  to  or  by  man  exacted, 
it  is  the  other  Prince  or  Potentate.  There  is  a  wide  difference,  es- 
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pecially,  too,  as  he  naively  inquires:  "Of  what  fault  or  folly  have 
the  present  race  of  clergymen  (a  brood  of  them)  been  guilty,  that  they 
should  be  pursued  by  a  remorseless  tribe  of  scribblers  upon  Eth- 
nology ?  "  Race  of  clergymen  !  Men  born,  booted  and  spurred  with 
shoulder-straps,  sword  and  regimentals.  What  for  ?  Not  for  Christ's 
kingdom.  That  is  glory  to  God  in  the  highest,  peace  on  earth,  good 
will  to  men,  life  everlasting. 

From  his  asking  such  a  question,  it  is  plain  that  the  gentleman  has 
never  read  either  Biblical  or  "  profane  "  ancient  or  modern  history, 
and  that  he  is  unacquainted  with  the  Bible,  unacquainted  with  his- 
tory, and  could  not  have  read  one  or  the  other  to  know  what  they  said, 
or  he  would  not  have  made  the  inquiry.  A  Roman  Catholic  reads 
the  Bible  or  history  with  Roman  Catholic  spectacles  or  glasses  before 
his  eyes  and  mind,  and  Protestants  of  every  name  do  equally  as  bad, 
and  will  have  on  the  glasses  of  their  peculiar  sect,  colored  red,  blue 
or  green,  &c,  of  the  peculiarities  of  the  several  denominational  dog- 
mas. Consequently,  to  a  Roman  Catholic  the  Bible  and  all  history 
reads  in  support  of  Roman  Catholicism  ;  while  to  a  Protestant  they 
read  in  support  of  their  peculiar  dogmas,  as  a  sect.  They  each  seem 
to  forget  that  if  they  have  on  green  spectacles  everything  looks  green 
to  them,  or  yellow,  as  the  case  may  be.  And  so  each  party  now  reads 
the  Bible  and  all  history  with  the  spectacles  or  colored  glasses  of 
this  peculiar  party;  and  consequently  any  book,  Bible  or  history,  to 
a  Roman  Catholic,  with  his  party  glasses  on,  reads  and  looks  Roman 
Catholic,  while  to  a  Protestant  of  any  denomination,  the  same  book, 
Bible  or  history,  looks  and  reads  Protestant,  and  to  the  peculiar  hue  of 
the  denomination  to  which  the  reader  may  belong — if  a  Methodist, 
everything  looks  Methodistic  —  if  Presbyterian,  everything  looks 
Presbyterian,  and  so  of  Episcopalians,  Baptists,  &c.  &c,  and  in  all 
this  colored  glass  (denominational)  reading,  the  word  of  God  is  not 
once  read  to  know  what  it  says — God  is  thus  set  aside,  and  he  who  alone 
hath  the  words  of  Eternal  Life,  is  contemned  and  pushed  aside  for 
the  daring  infamies  and  corrupt  ordinations  of  degraded  men,  assuming 
to  tell  fallen  men  and  women  that  if  they  will  join  their  "  establish- 
ments," that  their  eternal  salvation  will  be  secured,  forgetting  in 
their  arrogance  and  presumption  that  they  who  tell  them  so  are  but 
penitentiary  convicts  themselves,  under  sentence  of  death,  as  every 
man,  woman  and  child  are,  now  living  on  earth ;  and  that  for  daring 
to  substitute  their  laws  and  rules,  as  God's  laws,  that  every  one  of 
them  will  awake  in  the  resurrection  to  everlasting  shame  and  pun- 
ishment. God  will  be  obeyed — obeyed  literally,  or  those  who  fail  in  that 
obedience  or  mistake  the  devil's  or  man's  commandments  for  the  command- 
ments of  God,  will  have  to  abide  the  consequences. 

The  Bible,  God's  blessed  word,  the  word  of  life  to  dying  man,  is 
the  worst  abused  book  on  earth,  the  most  read  and  the  least  understood, 
and  no  man  or  woman  who  honestly  (although  ignorantly)  believe 
that  the  Roman  Catholic  religion  is  the  gospel  of  our  Lord  Jesus 
Christ,  can  ever  understand  it,  however  earnestly  they  may  desire  it, 
more  than  the  Jews  in  the  days  of  St.  Paul,  who  when  they  read  the 
Old  Testament,  read  it  with  a  vail  before  their  face  (their  traditions, 
or  ideas  of  what  ic  should  have  said,  and  rejected  what  it  did  say)  and 
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which  vail,  St.  Paul  said,  "  remains  yet  untaken  away"  in  this  read- 
ing of  Moses  and  the  Prophets.-  And  so  it  is  with  Roman  Catholics 
and  all  Protestants  in  this  our  day.  Episcopalians,  Presbyterians, 
Baptists,  &c.  &c,  like  the  Roman  Catholics,  they  each  read  God's 
word  with  the  vail  of  their  denominational  hierarchy  before  their 
mind's  eye,  believing  their  creeds  and  forms  of  religious  service,  as 
laid  down  in  their  book*  of  "church"  government,  "confessions  of 
faith,"  "  disciplines,"  &c,  believing  honestly  and  sincerely  that  such 
are  in  reality  "  the  gospel."  Forgetting  that  if  the  Roman  Catholic 
religion  is  "  the  gospel,  "  that  all  who  reject  it  will  be  damned — that 
if  Episcopalianism,  Pre-byterianism,  Methodism,  &c.,  are  either  of 
them  "  the  gospel,"  that  all  who  reject  their  system  will  be  damned, 
for  the  Savior  plainly  says  to  his  Apostles  :  "  Go  ye  into  all  the  world 
and  preach  the  gospel  to  every  creature,  he  that  believeth  and  is 
baptised  shall'be  saved  ;  but  he  that  be'ieveth  not  what  these  Apostles 
said  shall  be  damned."  The  moment  either  of  these  parties  believe 
that  a  man  can  be  saved  without  being  a  member  of  their  particular 
"church"  or  party,  the^y  at  once  admit  that  their  "church"  does 
not  hold  to  or  preach  "  the  gospel  " — for  "  the  gospel  of  the  Son  of 
God  "  says  "  he  that  believeth  not  shall  be  damned."  Reader,  excuse 
this  disgression  in  vindication  of  the  authority  of  God's  word.  We 
will  return  to  W.  P.  Harrison,  D.D.,  and  Editor,  and  his  sapient  en- 
quiry: "Of  whajt  fault  or  folly  have  the  present  race  of  clergymen 
been  guilty,  that  they  should  be  pursued  by  a  remorseless  tribe  ot 
scribblers  upon  Ethnology  ?  " 

From  the  asking  of  such  a  question  it  is  plain,  as  before  said,  that 
he  has  never  read  the  Bible  nor  history,  ancient  or  modern,  to  know 
what  they  said,  or  he  would  not  have  asked  such  a  question.  Had 
he  ever  read  either  to  know  what  they  said,  he  would  have  learned 
from  them  that  of  all  the  foes  of  the  human  race — that  the  men  that 
have  disgraced  this  world,  deluged  it  with  blood,  rapine  and  plunder 
— draped  innocence  in  woe,  and  rilled  the  heart  with  agonies  un- 
speakable in  human  language,  he  would  have  learned  that  "  the 
clergy"  the  Pagan  idolatrous  clergy,  Jewish  and  Christian  clergy, 
have  no  equal  or  competitor  in  earth's  history  of  man's  inhumanity 
to  man.  The  direst^foes  to  man,  the  damnedest  enemies  to  the  human 
family,  the  greatest  inspirers  of  all  evil,  are  to  be  found,  as  recorded 
in.  history,  as  the  generals,  captains  and  subalterns  in  the  ranks  of 
the  Pagan  clergy,  the  Jewish  clergy  and  the  Cliristian  clergy.  There 
they  are  standing  prominently  out,  and  pre-eminent  over  all  others, 
clothed  in  vesture  woven  from  every  crime  known  on  earth.  Take 
up  the  Egyptian,  (the  oldest  nation,)  the  Persian,  Median,  Chaldean, 
Arabian,  Assyrian,  Babylonian,  Phoenician,  Grecian,  Roman  or  Jew- 
ish  histories,  and  what  do  we  find  ?  Almost  every  page  groans  with 
tortured  humanity,  and  drips  with  the  blood  and  tears  of  suffering 
men,  women  and  children.  No  war,  even  from  remotest  antiquity 
down  to  the  present  day,  but  received  its  inspiration  and  direction 
from  either  the  Pagan,  Jewish  or  Christian  clergy.  Men  then,  as 
now,  claiming  to  be  "called  of  God"  or  of  the  gods  to  such  ministry, 
or  by  "his  spirit,"  (but  never  by  his  word,  as  the  Almighty  has  al- 
ways called  his  ministry  by  his  voice)  and  these  must  first  inspire  and 
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direct  as  H.  God's  clergy,"  before  anj  war  was  undertaken,  before  any 
city  was  to  be  sacked,  before  any  country  was  to  be  devastated,  be- 
fore any  land  was  to  be  drenched  in  blood,  or  wrapt  in  fire,  before 
any  prisoners  were  to  be  sold  into  slavery,  or  butchered,  or  burnt,  or 
thrown  to  wild  beasts  for  their  amusement  and  the  savage  enjoyment 
of  Pagan  priests  and  their  blinded  followers.  And  of  Jewish  clergy 
our  Savior  asks,  which  of  the  Prophets  have  you  not  persecuted, 
imprisoned  or  stoned  to  death?  They  whom  God  sent  unto  you  ? 
What  chastisement  did  God  inflict  on  that  people  for  their  disobe- 
dience to  him,  that  the  people  had  not  been  led  into  by  the  "  clergy  ?  " 
the  leaders  that  caused  the  people  to  err?  What  wars,  what  devas- 
tation, what  destruction,  sacking  and  burning  of  cities,  and  captivi- 
ties of  the  Jews,  but  what  the  "  clergy  "  were  their  immediate  cause  ? 
Who  was  it  that  clamored  for  the  crucifixion  of  the  Son  of  God,  (and 
would  repeat  it  to-morrow  if  they  had  the  chance)  but  the  "  clergy  ?" 
Who  was  it  that  said  "  His  blood  be  upon  us  and  our  children  (race  of 
clergymen)  but  those  inspired  by  the  "  clergy,"  and  the  "  clergy  " 
themselves  ?  Enemies  of  all  righteousness,  who  would  destroy  Him 
who  came  to  spread  peace  on  earth,  good  will  among  men,  and  glory 
to  God  in  the  highest.  Who  was  it  that  murdered  the  Lord  of  Life 
and  Glory,  and  crucified,  and  burnt,  and  threw  to  wild  beasts,  hii 
Apostles,  Evangelists  and  Messengers,  sent  to  bear  the  glad  tidings 
throughout  the  world  of  a  glorious  resurrection  and  life  eternal  be- 
yond the  grave?  Who  but  Pagans  and  Jewish  "  clergy  "did  all 
this?  The  "  spirit "  of  the  "  christian"  clergy  is  just  the  same  as 
that  of  the  Pagan  and  Jewish.  No  difference?  They,  it  was,  that 
gathered  the  wood  and  lighted  the  fires  of  a  thousand  auto  de  feys — they 
have  built  the  prisons  of  the  Inquisition  and  set  like  incarnate  de- 
mons as  judges,  consigning  innocence,  truth  and  virtue  to  the  flames 
— they  have  driven  the  stakes  and  tied  the  victims,  piled  the  wood 
and  applied  the  torch,  and  then  sat  by  with  complacency  to  witness 
their  burning,  and  to  listen  to  the  "music"  that  rolls  the  dying 
shrieks  of  burning  men,  women  and  children  in  "  melody  "  to  their 
fiendish  ears,  filling  their  diabolical  hearts  with  a"  delight"  that 
devils  alone  can  feel.  Each  volume  of  true  history  for  the  last 
seventeen  centuries  teems  with  barbarities  and  crimes  of  every  hue 
and  of  every  grade.  Nation  set  against  nation  by  the  "  clergy,"  and 
inspired  by  them  to  cany  fire,  slaughter  and  extermination  to  inno- 
cent and  unoffending  states  and  people.  Ah  !  even  down  to  the  late 
war  on  this  continent,  the  finger  and  "  spirit"  of  the  M  clergy  "  north 
and  south,  were  plainly  seen  at  work  ;  and  it  did  the  work.  And 
what  have  they  done  more  recently  in  Europe,  and  are  now  doing  ? 
And  yet  in  face  of  this  world's  history  for  past  ages,  down  to  the 
present  day,  this  sapient  editor  inquires:  "Of  what  fault  or  folly 
have  the  present  race  of  clergymen  been  guilty,  that  they  should  be 
pursued  by  a  remorseless  tribe  of  scribblers  upon  Ethnology?  "  Rea- 
der, do  you  not  think  that  his  question  is  susceptible  of  amendment, 
and  should  read  thus :  Of  what  crimes  on  earth  have  the  clergy  of 
all  ages  not  been  guilty  in  the  long  catalogue  of  sin,  that  will  exhon- 
erate  them,  as  a  class,  from  the  highest  promotion  in  another  world 
by  Satan,  for  services  rendered  him  in  this  ?  for  no  accurate  scholar 
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will  question  the  truth  of  what  we  have  said  history  teaches  con cern- 
ing  them,  although  the  odium  of  which  "  the  clergy  "  have  had  the 
cunning  and  audacity  to  shift  on  to  the  shoulders  of  others,  their 
agents  and  instruments.  For  example  in  illustration  :  The  Inquisi- 
tion was  established  in  which  men,  women  and  children  were  in  the 
most  inhuman  manner  tortured  to  death,  stoned  to  death  and  burnt 
to  death  in  slow  fires,  and  we  are  told  to  "  execrate  the  Inquisition  " 
instead  of  the  foul  fiends,  the  clergy,  that  introduced  it  inspired  and 
upheld  and  pushed  it  onward.  And  so  of  every  other  form  of  fiend- 
ish barbarisms  that  have  disgraced  the  world  and  deluged  it  with 
blood. 

Reader,  just  here  there  is  one  point  that  we  do  not  intend  the 
present  race  of  clergymen  either  to  misunderstand  or  misapprehend 
us  about,  and  that  is  this :  The  officers  of  the  Christian  Church 
(Congregation)  as  ordained  and  established  by  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ 
and  his  apostles  are  not  and  can  not  be  "  clergy  "  nor  "  clergymen  " 
in  any  sense  of  the  divine  writings.  The  officers  thus  appointed  and 
ordained  by  their  authority  belonged  to  and  were  members  of  the 
Church  (Congregation)  over  which  they  were  called  to  preside  and 
officiate,  and' had  no  official  authority  outside  of  that  Church  or  over 
any  other  Church,  and  had  no  power  to  make  any  laws,  rules  or 
regulations  for  the  government  of  the  religious  conduct  of  either 
the  Church  or  its  members,  but  to  teach,  and  teach  only  what  the 
Lord  Jesus  Christ  had  commanded  "  all  to  observe  and  obey."  All 
such  u  things"  as  "  general  councils,"  "  special  councils,"  "conven- 
tions," "  general  assemblies,"  "  synods,"  "  general  conferences," 
"annual  conferences,"  u  associations,"  etc.,  etc.,  are  all  of  the  devil, 
and  lead  only  to  the  devil,  and  have  no  authority  from  our  Lord 
Jesus  Christ  any  more  than  Freemasonry  or  Odd  Fellowship.  This 
is  plain.  For  He  whose  word  can  shake  creation,  and  who  made 
our  planet,  has  said  that  "  not  one  jot  or  tittle  of  his  law  shall  fail — 
all  shall  be  accomplished,"  shall  be  fulfilled.  Look  at  Moses  at  the 
rock  of  Mirabah  ;  for  the  slight  variation  from  God's  command, 
committed  by  him,  in  striking  the  rock  with  his  rod  when  God  told 
him  to  speak  to  it,  for  this  slight  variation  God  told  him  he  should 
never  enter  the  land  of  promise.  Reader,  God  will  make  those  men,  as 
well  as  all  others,  face  the  music  of  His  truth  without  the  privilege 
of  slurring  a  single  note,  and  woe  to  those  sects  and  their  followers. 
With  deepest  anguish  of  heart  do  we  look  on  those  denominations, 
and  what  is  to  be  the  finale  of  their  future  beyond  the  grave ;  that 
highway  of  righteousness  which  God  himself  has  proclaimed  to  be 
so  plain  that  a  wayfaring  man,  though  a  fool,  shall  not  err  therein, 
they  have  obstructed,  nay,  obliterated  with  their  "  by  paths "  of 
tncn's  marking  out,  that  few  there  be  that  find  and  walk  in  God's 
highway.  All  these,  Roman  Catholics,  Episcopalians,  Presbyterians, 
Methodists,  etc.,  will,  we  fear,  find  "  their  highways"  will  lead  them 
across  the  Jordan  of  death  at  the  "  lower  ferry,"  and  not  at  that 
point  where  the  Great  High  Priest  of  the  Christian  profession  has 
opened  a  passage  for  all  His  followers.  But  to  get  to  that  crossing 
place,  you  must  follow  Him ;  if  you  reject  his  way,  and  follow  any 
of  these,  you  but  "  count  yourself  unworthy  of  eternal  life."  We 
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have  many  dear  kindred  and  friends  who  are  Eoman  Catholics, 
Episcopalians,  Presbyterians,  Methodists,  etc.,  whose  honesty  and 
sincerity  in  being  such,  believing  in  heart  that  it  is  the  religion  of 
Jesus  Christ  and  his  apostles,  whose  highway  they  will  find  when 
too  late  has  led  them  to  the  lower  ferry.  God  will  force  none  to 
walk  in  His  highway.  Every  man  and  every  woman  on  earth  has 
the  right  to  count  themselves  unworthy  of  eternal  life,  and  therefore 
may,  if  they  choose,  reject  God,  reject  His  Son,  and  reject  His  laws 
and  choose  any  of  these  sects  and  their  laws  to  rule  over  them  and 
take  the  consequences.  Reader,  how  plain  their  error ;  look  for  a 
moment.  Adam  wTas  the  first  that  had  universal  dominion  over  this 
earth.  This  he  had  from  God.  The  tempter  Satan,  old  dragon, 
serpent,  devil,  "the  negro,"  the  black  man,  contested  this  right  of 
dominion  and  succeeded.  How  ?  Why,  he  told  the  woman,  "  God 
doth  know  you  shall  not  surely  die,  but  wrill  become  as  gods."  Now, 
reader,  what  is  the  difference  ?  You  must  believe  and  obey  God  liter- 
ally and  have  eternal  life,  or  you  must  believe  and  obey  the  devil  and 
take  the  consequences.  Eve  preferred  the  devil,  and  so  can  you, 
reader,  prefer  either  of  these,  but  like  Eve  you  must  take  the  conse- 
quences. But  to  continue  the  idea  we  had  before  us.  Noah,  too, 
like  Adam,  wTas  wTith  his  children  invested  with  universal  dominion ; 
but  like  Adam  failed  of  carrying  it  out  practically.  In  the  course 
of  time  there  is  another  universal  power  introduced — political  power, 
of  universal  sway.  Nebuchadnezzar  wras  made  universal  monarch 
ante  anno  Domini  573,  and  for  the  matter  we  have  in  hand  now  see 
Daniel  iv.  Here  wTas  the  introduction  of  a  new  power,  political 
power,  over  all  the  earth.  Adam  had  failed,  Noah  had  failed  to 
subdue  the  "  tempter,"  and  now  political  power  is  brought  forth  and 
given  universal  dominion.  Reader,  note  the  tree  of  Nebuchadnez- 
zar. It  was  cut  down,  the  stump  wTas  left  in  the  ground  and  kept 
alive ;  it  and  its  branches  once  covered  the  earth ;  but  it  wras  cut 
down.  Now  remember,  reader,  note  what  we  have  said,  that  when 
God  introduces  any  new  thing  He  gives  all  the  explanations  and 
meanings  which  He  intends  shall  be  received  and^  accepted  by  man 
to  the  end  of  time  ;  just  as  He  explained  to  Adam  in  the  beginning 
of  creation  how  He  intended  His  meaning  and  explanation  shall  be 
understood  to  the  end  of  time ;  hence,  in  apocalyptic  parlance  why 
and  when  the  term  "  Babylon  "  is  referred  to  or  named,  the  solution 
will  be  much  more  apparent  by  referring  to  the  time  when  political 
universal  power  was  first  introduced.  Now,  the  tree  of  Christianity 
was  planted  by  Christ  and  his  apostles,  and  filled  the  whole  earth, 
for  so  St.  Paul  says.  This  tree  was  cut  down  by  the  "  clergy,"  men 
claiming  to  have  "divine"  authority  outside  of  the  particular 
church  of  which  they  were  members,  but  each  party  fighting  for  the 
lead  or  mastery,  until  the  beginning  of  the  seventh  century,  when 
the  Roman  Catholics  first  obtained  supremacy,  and  then  was  inserted 
the  Roman  Catholic  "  graft11  into  the  "  stump"  of  Christianity.  It 
grew  and  bore  fruit.  Then  came  the  Protestants  of  the  several 
denominations  and  each  inserted  into  the  same  "  stump"  of  Christi- 
anity the  "grafts"  of  their  respective  Churches.  Each  of  these 
grew  and  bore  fruit.    Now  the  mistake  of  both  Roman  Catholics 
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and  Protestants  is  this  :  they  each  believe  that  because  their  respect- 
ive grafts  are  inserted  into  the  word  of  God — the  stump  of  Chris- 
tianity— that  therefore  the  "  fruit"  is  purely  Christian,  when  common 
sense-should  teach  them  that  the  fruit  is  produced  from  the  graft 
and  not  from  the  stock  it  is  inserted  in ;  their  human  contrivance 
ingrafted  into  God's  Word,  producing  only  human  and  devilish 
fruit  and  not  that  of  Christianity ;  and  because  they  see  fruit  upon 
their  different  grafts  they  are  willing  to  swear,  nay,  to  risk  their 
eternal  salvation  that  it  is  the  legitimate  fruit  of  the  gospel  of  the  Son 
of  God,  All  claiming  to  be  founded  in  or  on  the  Word  of  God, 
they  agree  to  call  each  other  "  evangelical,"  and  as  such  they  will 
make  Bible  unions,"  "  evangelical  alliances,"  etc.,  and  unite  to  fight 
auy  man  who  doubts  or  knows  their  fruit  is  not  the  fruit  of  the 
gospel,  as  they  will  join  forces  to  crush  poor  Ariel,  whose  worst  wish 
about  them  is  that  they  may  turn  to  God  before  it  is  too  late  and 
be  saved ;  and  unless  they  do,  they  will  every  one  of  them  be 
damned,  which  they  have  a  right  to  be. 

Although  they  will  "  unite "  in  "  Bible  unions,"  union  prayer 
meetings,  etc.,  yet  they  hate  each  other  with  perfect  hatred,  and  the 
Roman  Catholic  is  perfectly  astonished  that  the  Protestant  should 
prefer  the  sour,  ungainly  crab  apple  of  his  graft  to  the  green  per- 
simmon of  the  Roman  Catholic.  "  Come  out  of  her  my  people,  that 
ye  be  not  partakers  of  her  sins,  and  that  ye  receive  not  of  her 
plagues."  Woe  to  them  that  linger  and  come  not.  Not  many  will 
come  out;  not  many  will  hear  and  obey;  not  one  in  a  hundred, 
nay,  hardly  one  in  a  thousand  but  what  will  choose  to  be  damned  in 
their  so-called  churches  rather  than  obey  God  in  leaving  them. 
Roman  Catholics  with  their  Pope,  Cardinals,  Archbishops,  Bishops, 
etc.,  with  their  hierarchical  form  of  ecclesiastical  government,  are 
not  of  God,  not  of  Jesus  Christ,  not  of  his  apostles,  and  are  as 
totally  without  divine  authority  as  Freemasonry  or  Odd  Fellowship ; 
and  this  is  equally  true  of  all  Protestant  so-called  "  churches," 
Episcopalians,  Methodists,  Baptists,  Presbyterians,  etc.,  down  or  up 
to  shaking  Quakers  or  [Mormons ;  all  must  be — all  will  be  stamped 
out  of  existence  by  the  Almighty,  they  all  are  but  grafts  of  human 
origin,  inserted  by  the  devil  in  the  Christian  tree.  Come  out  of  her 
my  people,  for  woe  is  to  them  found  in  them. 

Reader,  you  will  think  us  filled  with  uncharitableness,  not  to  say 
destructiveness,  in  speaking  thus  of  Roman  Catholics  and  Protest- 
ants, yet  you  will  be  totally  mistaken  in  our  having  any  such  feel- 
ings. On  the  contrary,  only  the  kindest  Christian  feelings  fill  our 
bosom  toward  them.  We  would  have  them  save  themselves  "  from 
those  untoward  denominations,"  and  become  heirs  of  eternal  felicity 
beyond  the  verge  of  this  fleeting  existence.  How  shall  we  accom- 
plish it?  Your  friend,  your  loved  friend,  .your  friend  who  has 
blindfolded  his  eyes  with  the  " glasses"  of  one  of  these  sects — you 
see  him  on  the  verge  of  life's  precipice,  and  a  few  more  steps  (years) 
and  over  he  goes  into  a  lake  of  fire  and  brimstone.  What  should 
you  do  ?  Wnat  is  the  first  thing  you  should  and  ought  to  do  ? 
Would  you  stop  to  parley  with  him  when  you  saw  plainly  that  his 
nex i  step  would  precipitate  him  over  the  precipice?  or  would  you 
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grasp  him  by  the  collar  and  jerk  him  flat  on  his  back,  and  then  pull 
him  away  if  you  could  as  a  "  brand  from  the  burning  ?"  Certainly 
you  would  do  this  rather  than  parley  with  him  in  his  steps  to  ruin. 
Would  it  be  unkindnesss  for  you  to  do  so  ?  No.  Nor  is  it  unkind- 
ness  on  the  part  of  Ariel  to  thus  treat  his  fellow  beirgs  of  the 
various  sects.  God  intends  to  be  obeyed ;  He  will  be  obeyed,  liter- 
ally and  exactly  obeyed.  He  has  plainly  declared  and  said,  "  What 
thing  soever  I  command,  observe  to  do  it;  thou  shalt  not  add  thereto, 
nor  diminish  from  it"  If  Eve  had  literally  obeyed  God,  she  would 
not  have  fallen  ;  this  is  plain.  The  devil  then,  like  the  "  clergy  " 
now,  made  Eve  believe  that  God  did  not  literally  mean  what  he 
said  ;  and  thus  believing  honestly,  innocently,  and  truly,  no  doubt, 
what  the  devil  told  her,  ate,  fell  and  brought  woe  and  death  upon 
herself,  just  as  these  sects  will  honestly  and  sincerely  bring  death, 
eternal  death,  upon  themselves  and  all  their  followers.  God  has  said 
that  to  his  Son  Jesus  Christ  "every  knee  shall  bow"  not  partly  to  his 
laws  and  ordinances,  and  partly  to  Roman  Catholic  and  Protestant 
rules,  laws  or  ordinances,  but  unalloyed  obedience  will  be  exacted 
to  his  laws,  His  laws  alone,  or  they  shall  take  the  consequences.  You 
must  obey  God  or  be  damned  ;  do  not  cheat  yourself  out  of  eternal 
life  by  remaining  with  or  connecting  yourself  with  any  of  these 
sects,  for  you  can  not  be  a  Roman  Catholic  or  Protestant  of  any 
form  and  expect  salvation,  for  God  has  not  commanded  you  to  do 
so,  but  has  commanded  all  men  to  obey  the  gospel  of  His  Son  "  by 
observing  all  things  whatsoever  He  has  commanded;"  not  what  those 
have  or  may  command.  If  these  " clergy"  would  teach  only  what 
Jesus  Christ  and  his  apostles  have  commanded,  the  earth  would  be 
filled  with  God's  people  with  but  one  law  over  it  from  the  rising  to 
the  setting  of  the  sun,  and  righteousness  would  cover  it  as  the 
wTaters  cover  the  channels  of  the  deep,  peace  on  earth  and  good  will 
to  men  ;  whe/eas  now  wrangling,  fighting,  contentions,  Avars  and 
bloodshed  mark  every  place  and  every  nation  where  these  sects 
exist,  and  will  continue  until  they  are  stamped  out  of  existence, 
and  the  pure  words  of  our  Savior  take  the  place  so  long  usurped  by 
them.  We  have  many  dear  kindred  and  friends  in  all  "  these 
churches,"  but  into  none  of  them  do  we  dare  to  enter  as  a  worshiper  or 
God-fearing  man.  St.  Paul  has  said  that  an  idol  was  nothing  and  an 
idol's  temple  nothing,  yet  he  told  the  followers  of  our  Lord  Jesus 
Christ  to  keep  out  of  them.    We  obey  the  injunction. 

We  read  in  ancient  history,  that  all  the  pagan  "  clergy"  are 
"  specially  called"  of  their  god,  or  gods,  or  goddesses  "  to  the  min- 
istry." The  number  "  called  "  are  numerous,  especially  so  in  times 
when  successful  raids  had  been  made  or  were  to  be  made  on  some 
rich  temple  or  city.  The  "divine  calls"  to  the  "ministry"  were 
then  numerous.  In  after  days,  when  the  Christianity  of  the  apostles 
began  to  exert  an  influence  over  men,  and  these  robberies  of  temples 
and  sacking  of  cities  waned,  it  was  strange  that  their  gods  and  god- 
desses called  only  a  few  "  to  the  ministry,"  and  when  they  ceased 
altogether,  these  gods  called  no  man  or  woman  any  more  "  to  the 
ministry."  The  rich  spoils  ceasing,  their  gods  ceased  "  calling  "  tc 
the  ministry.    Reader,  for  your  own  sake,  let  us  entreat  vou  to  read 


HIS  ETHNOLOGICAL  STATUS,  ETC.  81 

every  place  in  the  Old  Testament  where  the  Almighty  called  any 
man  for  any  purpose,  mission  or  ministry,  and  see  for  yourselves 
that  He  always  did  it  by  speech,  by  word,  and  in  no  other  way.  Then 
take  up  the  New  Testament  and  subject  it  to  a  like  examination, 
and  you  will  find  the  Savior  of  the  world  doing  likewise  in  regard  to 
all  that  He  called  to  the  ministry ;  and  in  every  case  the  persons  so 
called  were  empowered  to  work  every  miracle  necessary  to  attest  the 
fact  that  they  were  so  called  and  sent.  "The  works  which  I  do," 
said  the  Savior  of  the  world,  "  testify  for  me  that  God  hath  sent  me." 
Reader,  if  the  Savior  of  the  world  deemed  these  miracles  necessary 
to  attest  that  God  had  sent  Him,  how  much  more,  that  mere  man, 
" claiming"  to  be  called  and  sent  of  God,  shoidd  be  required  to  pre- 
sent similar  and  as  full  evidence  of  such  a  call  "  to  the  ministry." 
And  if  they  do  not,  should  it  not  awaken  a  suspicion  of  the  sanity 
or  honesty  of  the  "  claimant,"  if  he  were  intelligent?  These  gentle- 
men, however  (at  least  some  do),  claim  that  they  are  called,  not 
by  God,  but  by  His  "  Spirit."  But  this  is  still  worse,  for  there  is 
not  such  a  case  of  such  a  "  calling  "  to  be  found  in  the  Bible  from 
cover  to  cover  for  any  mission  or  ministry.  And  worse  still,  there  is 
not  one  word  of  authority  in  the  New  Testament  for  believing  in  the 
"divine"  calling  of  any  one  "to  the  ministry"  after  the  apostles 
in  their  day,  and  when  claimed  by  any  man  it  is,  to  say  the  least 
of  it,  a  self-imposition.  All  human  governments,  such  as  Roman 
Catholic  and  Protestant  Churches  are,  may  have  as  many  "  calls  " 
and  different  kinds  of  "calls"  to  their  ministry,  silent,  oral  or 
spiritual  as  they  choose,  and  when  they  are  "  called  "  and  "  settled," 
to  also  pay  them  good  wages — this  is  all  right  and  proper.  But  we 
would  not  be  surprised  if  they,  too,  like  the  ancient  pagan  "  clergy," 
soon  learn  that  if  the  money  failed  to  be  forthcoming,  if  we  should 
ever  hear  of  another  "call  to  the  ministry"  again  on  earth. 

The  only  objections  we  see  to  these  sects,  Roman  Catholic  or 
Protestant,  any  more  than  to  Free  Masons  or  Odd  Fellow's,  is  that 
they  call  themselves  "churches,"  " 'Christian"  churches,  when  they 
are  not,  and  thus  mislead  the  ignorant  and  uninformed,  and  lead  all 
their  mistaken  followers,  along  with  themselves,  to  perdition,  endless 
perdition.  We  would  stop  them  and  have  them  turn  to  God,  to  the 
Word  of  His  grace,  and  be  saved.  But  this  they  will  never  do; 
they  would  rather  be  damned  in  their  so-called  "  churches"  than  be 
saved  by  God  outside  of  them.  They  have  this  right  of  choice  to 
decide  whom  they  will  serve,  God,  and  be  saved,  or  any  one  else,  and 
reap  the  reward  of  eternal  destruction.  Reader,  if  you  want  to  be 
saved,  you  mast  do  exactly  what  God  has  commanded,  and  exactly  as 
he  has  directed  it  to  be  done. 

Reader,  excuse  the  long  digression  rendered  necessary  for  those 
who  are  unacquainted  with  history,  and  the  original  languages  of 
the  Bible,  and  now  return  to  W.  P.  Harrison,  D.D.,  and  his 
"  Monthly."  We  had  an  object  in  referring  to  this  D.D.  and  his 
article.  He  does  not  seem  to  know  the  difference  between  "truth" 
and  "fact"  "untrue"  and  "false ;  "  that  he  seems  not  to  know  that 
a  fact  is  something  said,  or  something  done,  w7hile  truth  maybe  some- 
thing neither  said  or  done,  and  that  false  applies  to  the  one,  and 
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untnith  to  the  other.  But  to  our  object:  While  all  these  different 
sects  are  ready  to  cut  each  other's  throats  "in  the  name  of  God," 
yet,  like  Herod  and  Pontius  Pilate,  will  make  friends  when  the  Son 
of  God  is  to  be  crucified,  and  in  our  case  these  are  ready  to  cease 
fighting  each  other  and  join  to  crucify  Ariel,  and  put  him  down  as 
a  common  enemy  who  will  upset  their  religious  hierarchies — a  credit 
not  due  to  Ariel,  but  to  GooVs  truth  alone.  But  any  one  reading  the 
paper  of  this  D.D.,  and  the  other  reviewers,  will  plainly  see  that  the 
so-called  "learned  "  men,  "clergy,"  have  formed  a  "ring"  for  the 
purpose  of  putting  down  every  man  and  every  writer  that  dare  differ 
from  the  received  views  of  Roman  Catholics  or  Protestants  as  pre- 
sented in  their  several  forms  of  religion,  touching  God's  word  or 
God's  religion.  To  destroy  such  an  one,  they  will,  like  Herod  and 
Pilate,  quit  their  own  quarrels  and  unite  forces  to  crush  any  such 
opposer.  Their  pecuniary  interests  demand  this  at  their  hands,  for 
the  moment  the  people  know  that  neither  of  them  is  the  Christian 
religion  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  that  then  their  whole  establishment 
falls  to  the  ground  and  with  them  all  their  offices  and  all  their 
monied  salaries,  and  they  turned  loose  to  get  a  living  by  some  honest 
but  different  calling.  Look  at  the  thousands  of  officers  now  existing 
in  these  numerous  sects,  requiring  millions  of  dollars  to  pay  annually 
their  "  clergy ;  "  the  money  for  which  is  extorted  from  deluded 
men  and  women  under  the  idea  that  they  are  being  led  to  God  and 
life  eternal  beyond  the  grave.  The  "spell"  by  which  they  have 
hitherto  led  untold  millions  to  perdition  must  be  broken.  God's 
truth  alone  can  break  this  "  spell,"  it  must  be  broken,  it  will  be 
broken,  and  their  forms  of  religious  government  stamped  out  of 
existence  to  make  room  for  the  pure  and.  holy  government  of  the 
Son  of  God.  That  they  teach  and  hold  many  things  contained  in 
the  Scriptures  is  readily  admitted,  but  how  many  dogmas,  forms  and 
other  observances  have  each  one  of  them  added  not  to  be  found  in 
the  Word  of  God.  Be  warned  by  Moses'  addition,  "striking"  the 
rock  of  Mirabah,  when  Gfod  only  told  him  to  "  speak  to  it."  If 
these  sects  could  interfere  with  God's  physical  laws,  by  which  planets, 
stars,  etc.,  are  governed,  by  additions  to  or  subtractions  therefrom, 
or  by  substitution  of  something  else,  as  they  have  done  and  are  yet 
doing  .with  God's  moral  law,  given  for  man's  government,  the  effect 
would  be  the  entire  destruction  of  the  universe  and  all  it  contains. 
If  then  perfect  exactitude  to  physical  law  is  necessary  to  preserve  the 
material  universe  from  destruction,  how  much  more  important  must 
it  be  to  regard  with  perfect  exactitude  God's  moral  laws,  given  for 
the  government  of  his  intelligent  creatures  for  whom  the  material 
universe  was  created  by  our  Almighty  Father.  Reader,  which  will 
you  follow?  Which  will  you  obey,  God  literally  and  plainly,  or 
these  men,  whether  learned  or  unlearned?  With  yourself  belongs 
this  decision  ;  as  you  decide  it,  you  decide  your  future  destiny, 
whether  to  be  with  God,  or  with  the  devil  and  the  damned.  If  you 
believe  these  men  know  more  and  better  than  God,  better  than  your 
Savior,  then  you  will  decide  and  stay  with  or  go  with  them.  But 
remember  the  fate  of  Uzzah,  for  innocently  (but  ignorantly)  putting 
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forth  his  hand  to  steady  the  ark,  "  for  the  oxen  shook  it,"  and  be 
warned. 

But  we  have  said  the  " learned  clergy"  had  formed  a  "  ring"  to 
put  down  every  man  who  earnestly  appeals  to  the  sons  and  daugh- 
ters of  Adam  to  hear  only  the  word  of  God,  and  obey  it  without  any 
alloy  of  man1 8  work,  words  or  ordinances  being  "  added  thereto  or 
diminished  therefrom."  Witness  their  separate  and  combined 
attacks  and  assailments  of  Alexander  Campbell,  made  by  Roman 
Catholics,  Protestants,  and  infidels  and  deists,  for  daring  to  assert 
the  superiority  and  supremacy  of  God's  word  over  all  creeds,  confes- 
sions of  faith  and  forms,  in  guiding  us  poor  sinners  to  God,  to  glory, 
to  eternal  life.  But  Alexander  Campbell  had  a  press  by  which  he 
could  reply  to  his  numerous  assailants.  Ariel  has  none — and  stands 
alone  in  this  combat.  No,  not  alone,  for  God  is  with  him.  The 
truth  for  which  Ariel  contends  is  GooVs  truth,  and  God  will  make  it 
triumph  over  the  combined  assailments  of  all  "  religious  sects  "  of 
earth.  With  bitter,  hostile  feelings  toward  each  other,  yet  like 
Herod  and  Pontius  Pilate  they  become  friends  to  crush  and  crucify 
all  who  may  dare  prefer  God's  word  and  God's  order  to  theirs.  And 
to  carry  out  this  purpose  of  theirs,  they  una  voce  declare  that  they 
who  contend  for  the  sufficiency  and  supremacy  of  God's  word,  are 
"  ignorant,"  "writers  of  tomfoolery,"  of  "  balderdash,"  "  contempt- 
ible writers  of  "catch  -penny  works  and  pamphlets,"  "madmen," 
"deranged,"  "infidels,"  "atheists,"  etc.,  but  — but  all  of  their 
"  ring"  are  the  "  most  learned,"  the  "  most  pious"  God-fearing  men 
on  earth,  "  men  who  have  studied  the  languages  of  the  world  so  as 
to  talk  and  read  and  write  their  way  back  to  Noah  and  Adam ; " 
"  men  who,  without  a  dissenting  voice  (?),  have  been  placed  at  the 
head,"  "  the  most  eminent  naturalists  of  every  country,"  and  so  on, 
ad  nauseam,  then  "buzzard  puking"  over  each  other,  until  the 
"mind  "as  well  as  the  "stomach"  is  most  thoroughly  disgusted 
with  their  fulsome  adulations.  This  learned  D.D.  has  tried  in  his 
"  Monthly,"  to  surpass  his  confreres  in  arrogant  and  supercilious 
expressions  of  "contempt"  and  ridicule  of  Ariel,  and  our  reference 
to  him  and  his  paper  is,  as  above  stated,  to  show  the  animus  of  the 
"ring."  He,  however,  does  injustice  to  one  of  "his  preaching 
brethren,"  an  extract  from  whose  "  sermon"  he  gives  on  page  37, 
beginning  at  the  top  ;  he  failed  to  add  D.D.  to  his  brother's  n?me 
and  effort.  We  hope  the  omission  was  not  caused  by  his  fears  for 
his  own  laurels. 

We  "had  written  thus  far,  when  we  happened  to  be  looking  over 
the  Louisville  "  Courier- Journal"  of  December  5,  1871,  and  our 
attention  was  attracted  to  a  piece  of  more  than  two  columns  in  that 
Htidely  circulated  paper,  headed,  "  Creation.  Lecture  of  the  Rev. 
Stuart  Robinson  on  Sunday  evening.  Genesis  elaborated."  Text, 
Genesis,  second  chapter,  4-7. 

Reader,  this  is  another  D.D.,  but  from  that  "  sect"  which  claims 
and  perhaps  not  unjustly,  for  their  "clergy"  the  highest  degree  of 
"  learning"  and  respectability  of  all  others.  This  is  the  Rev.  Stuart 
Robinson,  D.D.,  of  the  "  Presbyterian  "  Church,  as  we  are  informed. 
But  whether  of  high  *or  low  degree  of  "  learning"  and  "respecta« 
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bility  "  we  will  soon  see,  that  the  same  animus  pervades  him  as  that 
described  as  animating  all  others,  and  that  he,  too,  belongs  to  the 
"  ring"  and  willing  to  fight  with  and  for  the  motley  group  forming 
the  Mosaic  of  Catholics,  Protestants,  infidels  and  atheists  of  the 
"  ring"  against  Ariel. 

Hear  him  :  "  It  is  on  this  account  that  I  regard  such  writers  as 
this  and  the  author  of  that  miserable  piece  of  theologico-scientific 
charlatanry,  entitled  "Ariel,"  which,  to  my  extreme  mortification  found 
favor  with  some  southern  men  who  ought  to  have  known  better, 
more  dangerous  to  religion  than  the  coarse,  open  infidelity  of  writers 
like  Glidden,  who  directly  assail  the  Scriptures' with  an  effrontery  of 
dogmatism  which  puts  the  unwary  on  their  guard." 

Reader,  look  at  it.  The  words  are  his,  the  italics  are  ours,  and 
marked  so  by  us  that  you  may  see  the  "ear  marks"  of  the  "  ring" 
on  him.  But  you  are  right,  Doctor  Robinson,  you  must  fight  this  bat- 
tle of  the  "sects"  against  the  word  of  God — the  existence  of  your  hier- 
archy, as  well  as  that  of  others,  Protestant  and  Roman  Catholic,  you 
must  fight  for.  You  and  they  are  all  now  in  the  last  ditch;  it  is  fight 
now  for  a  little  prolonging  of  your  ecclesiastical  lives,  but  die  you 
must,  as  a  "  Presbyteiian "  Church;  fighting  hard  and  while  your 
money  lasts,  may  prolong  the  life  of  "  your  church "  (not  God's 
Church)  a  few  years,  but  doomed  you  are,  doomed  are  all  the  others, 
the  decree  has  gone  forth  from  a  higher  power  than  is  known  on 
earth — from  a  higher  power  than  any  ever  felt  or  known  by  aD.D.,  or 
by  them  that  made  them.  A  few  of  you  will  "  come  out "  and 
be  saved — God  has  some  people  with  you,  but  unless  they 
"  come  out "  they  too  will  be  lost.  God  has  some  people  among 
all  your  sects  whom  he  (not  Ariel)  tells  to  "  come  out"  from 
you ;  if  He  have  any  D.D.s  or  leaders  among  you,  we  know  not, 
and  think  he  has  not,  or  he  would  have  told  you,  too,  to  "  come 
out."  His  words  are  come  out  of  her  my  people — not  leaders, 
but  people.  But  as  he  has  not  done  so,  it  is  fair  to  presume 
that  none  of  you  are  of  his  people.  In  the  days  of  our  Savior,  but 
one  Ruler,  one  leader  of  the  people,  but  one  "  learned  Jewish  D.D. 
out  of  a  population  of  many  millions,  came  to  Jesus,  and  he  came 
by  night.  But  one  of  the  "  learned  "  Athenians  believed  Paul  out 
of  their  millions,  and  so  it  is  to  be  with  all  "  your  churches  " — a  few 
will  hearken,  but  still  fewer  will  obey  God  and  "  come  out "  from 
among  you  ;  for  such  is  man,  and  the  power  of  Satan  over  him  from 
the  beginning  of  time — to  obey  God  literally  and  plainly  ho,  will  not — 
but — but — he*must  and  will  be  made  to  take  the  consequences. 

But,  reader,  let  us  see  into  what  company  this  D.D.  is,  like  his 
'compeers,  forcing  Ariel,  and  into  which  we  have  not  the  slightest 
objections  to  be  found  always,  that  of  the  Savior  and  apostles  and  his 
early  attendants.  The  animus  of  all  "clergy"  seems  to  be  of  the 
same  kind,  whether  "christian"  or  "Jewish,"  in  all  ages  the  same. 
Look :  John  came  neither  eating  nor  drinking,  and  Jewish  Rabbis 
(their  D.D.s)  said  he  hath  a  devil.  The  Son  of  man  came  both  eat- 
ing and  drinking  and  they  say,  "  Behold,  a  man  gluttonous  and  a 
wine  bibber."  "  Is  not  this  the  carpenter's  sqii  *  *  whence  then 
hath  this  man  this  wisdom?"    "This  fellow  doth  cast  out  devils, 
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but  by  Beelzebub  the  prince  of  devils."  And  of  St.  Paul  they  in 
quired,  "  what  will  this  babbler  say  ? 99  Strange  coincidence  of  char* 
latancy  this,  of  our  Savior  and  St.  Paul  by  the  ancient  "  clergy," 
and  of  Ariel  by  the  modern.  Reader,  would  the  Savior  and  St.  Paul 
fare  any  better  than  Ariel  were  they  now  upon  earth?  the  "spirit" 
of  the  "  clergy,"  whether  pagan.  Jewish  or  Christian,  is  the  same  in 
all  ages  and  alike  in  all  kinds. 

But  let  us  try  this  D.D.s  learning  and  exegesis  of  this  part  of  the 
book  of  Genesis.  His  second  paragraph  read.s  thus:  "The  fact  that 
we  have  come  to  a  new  title  of  the  Creator — Jehovah  Elohim,  instead 
of  simply  Elohim,  as  in  the  first  chapter,  has  given  rise  to  a  good 
deal  of  speculation  among  the  critics.  *  *  *  It  is  not  easy  to 
determine  with  certainty  the  reason  of  this  change  of  title ;  but  the 
most  satisfactory,  explanation  is  that  suggested  by  Matthew  Henry, 
and  now  accepted  by  many  u  learned"  critics,  that  the  name  Elohim 
is  employed  when  referring  to  His  power  as  universally  exercised, 
and  the  name  Jehovah  when  reference  is  had  more  particularly  to 
His  covenant  keeping  attribute  as  the  theocratic  Icing  of  His  chosen  peo- 
ple. In  this  view  the  name  is  here  superadded  to  the  Elohim  as 
marking  a  transition  from  the  general  introductory  account  of  crea- 
tion to  the  account  of  His  covenant  with  man.97  Reader,  how  wonder- 
fully lucid  these  learned  men  write  and  speak.  The  italics  are  ours. 
Let  us  examine  this  "  most  satisfactory  suggestion  of  Matthew  Henry, 
and  now  accepted  by  many  learned  critics."  Reader,  notice  his 
language — he  says  "  we  come  to  a  new  title  of  the  Creator."  Presi- 
dent is  the  title  of  the  chief  magistrate  of  the  United  States,  but 
the  name  of  that  officer  is  Ulysses  S.  Grant,  two  very  different  things. 
But  this  learned  D.D.,  in  settling  "satisfactorily"  this  "new  title 
of  the  Creator,"  jumbles  name  and  title  together  as  one,  and  that  it 
is  most  satisfactory  and  now  accepted  by  many  "learned  critics." 
God  help  "  the  learned."  "  That  the  name  Elohim  is  employed 
when  referring  to  His  power  as  universally  exercised,  and  the 
name  Jehovah  when  reference  is  had,"  etc.  Reader,  we  thought  it 
was  title,  the  change  of  title,  "  new  title  of  the  Creator,"  that  he  was 
explaining.  And  Matthew  Henry  is  telling  the  Almighty  what  His 
titles  are,  a  piece  of  presumption  that  Adam,  who  was  the  first  that 
heard  it,  never  thought  of  giving  or  explaining.  And  then  such 
clear  lucid  explanation  "  most  satisfactory,"  and  now  accepted  by 
many  learned  critics ;  and  that  the  name  Jehovah  has  reference  to 
His  "covenant  keeping  attribute  as  the  theocratic  king  of  His  chosen 
people"  Strange,  passing  strange,  how  easily  the  devil  imposes  on 
"  lear^d  men."  Look,  reader,  at  this  explanation  of  the  "  learned  " 
Matthew  Henry,  endorsed  by  this  D.D.,  and  now  accepted  by  many 
"learned"  critics:  (1)  The  word  "covenant"  is  not  used,  nor  can 
it  be  found  in  the  Bible,  nor  its  equivalent  for  more  than  1600  years 
after  this  word  Jehovah  had  been  used  in  the  fourth  verse  of  second 
chapter  of  Genesis  ;  (2)  it  was  used  by  God  before  the  fall  of  Adam  ; 
(3)  the  word  "covenant"  first  occurs  at  the  flood;  (4)  the  words 
"theocratic  king"  are  not  to  be  found  in  the  Bible  from  cover  to 
cover ;  (5)  and  if  true,  has  been  alone  revealed  by  God  to  Matthew 
Henry  and  the  "learned  critics  "  of  the  "Presbyterian"  Church; 


86 


THE  NEGRO. 


(6)  if  the  term  Jehovah  was  used  in  reference  to,  or  to  designate  God 
as  the  "  theocratic  king  of  His  chosen  people,"  then  God  had  no  peo- 
ple, only  one  man  (adhom),  Adam,  for  Eve  had  not  then  been  sep- 
arated from  Adam's  body;  (7)  his  chosen  people  could  not  then  have 
even  a  woman  included  (Mahommedanism  ;  (8)  "covenant"  is  an 
agreement  between  two — the  command  of  God  to  man,  that  he  sh<dl 
do  so  and  so,  is  not  a  "  covenant "  in  any  sense,  unless  so  expressed  ; 
and  therefore  (9)  when  Robinson  or  Matthew  Henry  asserts  that 
"  Jehovah  "  is  here  "  superadded  to  the  Elohim  as  marking  a  transi- 
tion from  the  general  introductory  account  of  creation  to  the  ac- 
count of  His  (God's)  covenant  with  man,"  that  this  covenant  God 
strangely  omitted  to  record;  (10)  and  if  God  never  recorded  it 
(and  certainly  no  allusion  is  made  to  it  by  any  Divine  writer),  how 
did  Mr.  Henry  and  Mr.  Robinson  and  his  "  learned  critics,"  come  to 
know  of  this  " covenant"  made  by  Jehovah?  (11)  it  is  not  in  God's 
Word;  (12)  if  any  such  "  covenant"  was  ever  made,  it  must  have 
been  exclusively  with  and  for  the  Presbyterians,  for  to  none  others 
does  it  seem  it  was  ever  revealed.  But  there  is  no  knowing  what 
such  "  learned  men  "  can  find  out.  Reader,  the  Hebrew  word  Elo- 
him is  plural,  and  so  used  in  every  instance  where  it  occurs  in  the 
Bible,  in  reference  to  the  Deity,  and  is  usually  translated  God. 
There  is  one  place,  and  only  one  place  where  the  word  is  used  in  the 
singular,  and  that  is  where  our  Savior  used  it  just  before  He  expired 
on  the  cross,  Eloi.  There  are  other  "  titles  "  or  names  by  which  God 
has  revealed  himself,  (not  Matthew  Henry  nor  his  learned  critics), 
but  revealed  by  himself,  such  as  God,  Lord  God,  I  Am,  God  Almighty 
Jehovah,  etc.,  all  easily  explained  and  to  be  understood  as  God  in- 
tended them  to  be  understood,  and  which  we  will,  God  helping  us, 
in  our  other  work,  "  The  White  Man,"  make  so  plain,  that  any 
man  can  comprehend  why  they  are  used,  and  what  is  intended  to 
be  understood  from  them.  It  is  so  plain,  so  simple,  that  you  will 
see  that  even  "  learned  men  "  might  understand  them  if  the  devil 
would  let  them. 

In  his  next  paragraph  this  " learned"  D.D.  cautions  his  readers 
thus :  "  You  will  observe  that  in  this  recapitulation "  of  "  those 
generations  of  the  heavens  and  the  earth,"  etc.  What  u  generations" 
reader  ?  Adam's  had  not  even  begun,  for  Eve  had  not  then  been 
separated,  from  his  body.  What  and  whose  u  generations  "  was  it  a 
recapitulation  of?  Certainly  Adam's  had  not  then  begun.  Then  we 
ask  whose  "generations"  then  multiplied  into  plurality  is  it  a  recap- 
itulation of?  They  must  have  existed  before  Adam,  for  this  D.D. 
says  it  was  the  generations  of  the  heavens  and  the  earth ;  and  cer- 
tainly Adam  then  had  no  generations,  for  he  then  had  not  an*  help- 
meet for  him  till  after.  We  wonder  if  it  was  with  the  "  Presby- 
terian "  Church,  which,  as  "  theocratic  king,"  Jehovah  Elohim  made 
this  covenant  as  his  chosen  people,  but  which  God  "  forgot,"  as  it 
seems,  to  have  recorded,  but  which  has  since  been  revealed  to  Mat- 
thew Henry  in  the  "  satisfactory  explanation,"  and  "  now  accepted  by 
many  learned  critics,"  Presbyterians,  of  course,  as  this  revelation  is 
made  only  to  and  for  them.  Reader,  do  you  not  think  if  Dr.  Rob- 
inson had  given  one  thought,  one  single  thought,  to  this  word  "  gen- 
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eration"  and  this  "  title  "  of  God,  as  be  calls  it,  "Jehovah,"  that  it 
would  have  saved  him  from  such  glaring  blunders  f  We  can  under- 
stand God,  Moses,  and  our  Savior  and  His  apostles,  but  we  confess 
that  when  we  take  up.  the  writings  of  those  "  learned  men,"  "  crit- 
ics" and  "  clergy,"  we  are  puzzled  to  understand  them  without  first 
repudiating  God's  plain  language,  and  like  the  tempter  with  Eve, 
boldly  assert  that  God  did  not  mean  what  He  said?  And  how  can  we 
do  this  in  the  face  of  God's  declarations  that  not  one  jot  or  tittle  of 
all  He  has  said  shall  fail — that  it  all  shall  be  fulnlled-^that  His 
way  is  so  plain  that  a  Avayfaring  man,  though  a  fool,  shall  not  err 
therein.  His  whole  "  lecture  "  is  full  of  absurdities,  inconsistencies 
and  gross  assumptions.    We  will  briefly  notice  one  other. 

Ariel  holds  to  the  truth  of  "the  unity  of  the  human  race  "  as 
fixed  by  God,  but  not  as  fixed  by  man.  As  fixed*  by  God  in  adhom 
ha  adhom,  the  being  he  made  in  his  own  image  and  after  his  own 
likeness,  and  whom  St.  Luke,  in  recounting  the  genealogy  of  our 
Savior,  says,  "  *  *  who  was  the  son  of  Seth,  who  was  the  son  of 
Adam,  who  was  the  son  of  God."  In  the  "  unity  "  of  this  man's  race 
we  do  believe.  He  was  a  white  man  as  certain  as  like  now  begets  its 
like.  Noah  was  white,  and  Abraham  was  white,  and  the  Savior  of 
the  world  was  white,  and  he  took  upon  him  the  seed  of  Abraham, 
lineally  descended  from  him  after  the  flesh.  Now,  St.  Paul  says  all 
flesh  is  not  the  same  flesh;  one  flesh  of  men,  (Adam,  and  alone  is 
human,)  another  of  beasts,  etc.,  and  this  all  beasts  have.  With  this 
preliminary,  we  now  quote  from  Doctor  Robinson.  He  says:  "After 
thirty  years'  constant  study  and  exposition  of  the  Bible  *  *  * 
I  must  insist  that  this  doctrine  of  the  unity  of  the  race  underlies 
the  whole  Christian  faith.  It  is  no  new  question  of  zoology  and 
ethnology;  it  directly  affects  the  whole  doctrine  of  salvation  both 
as  to  the  fall  of  Adam  and  the  redemption  of  Christ.  It  is  funda- 
mental that  the  nature  which  fell  in  Eden  is  the  nature  which  we 
inherit.  It  is  fundamental  that  the  humanity  which  Jesus  assumed, 
carried  to  the  cross  as  a  sacrifice,  and  then  carried  up  to  the  throne 
in  heaven,  was  the  humanity  of  all  mankind  alike."  Now,  the  ques- 
tion is,  what  nature  or  humanity  did  our  Savior  assume?  Not  that 
of  the  blacks  or  mulattoes.  God  did  create  a  white  man  in  His 
image  and  after  His  likeness ;  God  was  the  white  man's  father,  and 
He  so  tells  us.  But  did  He  ever  tell  us  that  he  was  the  father  of  the 
black  ?  Nowhere  in  His  Word,  and  you  know  it.  God  did  create 
the  blacks,  but  certainly  He  never  created  a  mulatto  of  any  shade  of 
color  on  this  earth.  Mean  white  men's  rascalities  and  infamous  pas- 
sions produced  these  by  association  and  contamination  with  a  beast, 
and  with  God's  help  and  God's  truth,  Doctor  Stewart  Eobinson,  we 
will  make  you  believe  it  before  we  are  done,  and  as  positively  as  we 
can  make  a  child  know  and  believe  that  two  and  two  are  four.  On 
this  we  ask  but  one  favor,  and  that  is  that  you  will  accept  God  as 
the  Witness,  and  that  He  means  what  He  says. 

Now  as  Adam  was  white,  Abraham  white,  and  our  Savior  white, 
did  he  enter  heaven  when  he  arose  from  the  dead  as  a  white  man  or 
as  a  negro  ?  If  as  a  white  mnn  then  the  negro  is  left  out ;  if  as  a 
negro  then  the  white  man  is  left  out.    As  Adam  was  the  Son  of  God, 
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and  as  God  is  light  (white)  and  in  Him  is  no  darkness  (hlack)  at  all" 
how  could  God  then  be  the  Father  of  the  negro,  as  like  begets  or 
produces  like  ?  And  if  God  could  not  be  the  Father  of  the  blacks 
because^He  was  white,  how  could  our  Savior,  "  being  the  express 
image  of  God's  person,"  as  asserted  by  St.  Paul,  carry  such  a 
damned  color  into  heaven  where  all  are  white,  much  less  up  to  the 
throne  ? 

But  we  will  attend  to  your  case,  and  redeem  our  pledge  as  above, 
when  we  take  up,  as  we  shall  presently,  the  subject  of  "The  Negro.'' 
We  now  dismiss  "  your  lecture,"  barely  remarking  that  absurd  and 
illogical  as  the  points  are  which  we  have  touched,  yet  they  are  sur- 
passed in  Biblical  inaccuracy  and  presumptuous  assumptions  by 
others,  and  especially  in  the  paragraph  next  to  the  last. 

Our  object  and  purpose  in  this  review,  covering  as  we  believe  the 
most  important  points  found  in  some  dozen  or  more  pamphlets,  and 
numerous  quarterlies,  monthlies,  weeklies  and  daily  newspapers, 
reviewing  or  pretending  to  review  Ariel's  book  on  the  negro,  were 
these :  We  saw  plainly  the  efforts  made  and  making  to  stifle,  if  pos- 
sible, any  and  all  examination  of  the  subject  he  presented,  and  pre- 
vent, if  possible,  any  further  investigation  and  examination  of  the 
original  Hebrew  as  might  lead  to  a  different  exegesis  of  the  books  of 
Moses  and  a  clearer  understanding  of  the  Old  Testament  by  having 
a  better  and  more  perfect  translation  than  the  one  we  now  have,  and 
now  received  by  the  sects  as  their  accepted  translation.  They  knew, 
at  least  those  of  them  learned  in  the  Hebrew  language,  that  the 
present  English  version  of  the  Scriptures,  and  Moses1  cosmogony  its 
now  translated,  could  not  be  understood,  and  from  not  being  under- 
stood none  could  defend  it,  and  therefore  it  looked  as  if  they  had 
determined  to  stifle  all  further  examinations  presenting  different 
views  from  those  now  commonly  received.  They  saw  plainly  enough 
that  every  religious  party,  Roman  Catholic  and  Protestant,  was  now 
established  upon  the  ideas  commonly  presented  by  this  English  ver- 
sion of  Moses'  account  of  the  creation,  and  that  if  the  foundation 
upon  which  their  various  systems  of  religion  stood  was  shown  to  be 
rotten  in  any  important  particular,  their  edifices  might  all  fall  to 
the  ground.  All  these  parties  therefore  had  a  common  interest  in 
maintaining  the  present  status  of  their  respective  denominations ;  for 
to  these  they  were  indebted  for  hearers  and  emoluments  and  sitting 
in  earthly  high  places,  and  consequently  every  work  like  that  of 
Ariel's  they  had  a  common  interest  in  crushing  as  unworthy  of 
notice.  Ridicule,  sarcasm  and  denunciation  were  the  weapons  which 
alone  have  been  used,  and  not  an  attempt  made  to  meet  fairly  a 
single  argument  or  position  presented  and  taken  by  Ariel.  Of  the 
truth  of  this  the  public  can  judge  so  far  as  their  publications  have 
been  read.  In  view  of  these  facts  Ariel  has  been  led  to  make  this 
review  in  the  severe  manner  that  he  has  ;  he  wished  the  people  to  see 
the  extent  of  "  the  learning"  of  "  the  learned,"  and  know  what  it 
is.  They  have  thought  that  Ariel,  like  others  have  been,  would  be 
driven  into  silence  by  their  ridicule  and  denunciations,  and  if  so, 
their  purpose  would  be  gained,  and  their  a  establishments,"  "  forms 
of  church  government, "  or  "  clerical  religious  orders,"  would  live  a 
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while  longer.  In  this,  however,  they  may  be  mistaken,  for  God's 
truth  (not  Ariel's)  is  all-powerful,  and  will  triumph  over  the  com- 
bined errors  of  earth  in  spite  of  all  opposition,  whether  it  is  found 
in  political,  ecclesiastical,  denominational  or  personal  combinations. 
Had  a  tithe  of  the  time,  study  and  labor  been  given  to  comparing  and 
collating  ancient  MSS.  and  versions  and  examinations  of  the  Hebrew 
and  Greek  languages,  and  compiling  Hebrew  and  Greek  lexicons  of  the 
time  when  God  used  these  languages,  giving  the  exact  meanings  to 
their  words  which  they  bore  at  the  time  when  first  used  by  the  sacred 
writers,  that  they  have  given  to  building  up  their  so-called  "  church- 
es," and  forms  of  "  church  government,"  we  would  not  now  have  a 
deist  or  infidel  on  earth;  all  would  be  Christian,  God-fearing  men 
and  women,  and  righteousness  would  cover  the  earth  instead  of  the 
wars,  wranglings  and  every  conceivable  sin  that  now  invest  it. 
Ariel  was  not  unaware  of  the  extent  or  magnitude  of  the  responsi- 
bility incurred  when  that  little  work  was  given  to  the  public  ;  that 
single-handed  and  alone  he  had  confronted  the  received  opinions  of 
the  world,  learned  and  unlearned,  for  twenty-five  centuries,  with  the 
exception  of  the  few  years  wIlii  the  gospel  was  first  promulgated  to 
the  world.  But  he  knew  the  truth  of  that  work  ;  he  knew  it  could 
not  be  successfully  assailed,  for  it  was  God's  truth  and  not  Ariel's, 
and  although  seemingly  he  stood  alone  and  single-handed  against  the 
world,  yet  God  would  make  it  triumph  over  every  opposition.  As 
it  was  not  of  his  own  "  learning,  power  or  holiness,"  but  of  the 
power  of  God  and  His  truth  that  this  triumph  is  accomplished, 
he  wrote  or  rather  compiled  the  truth  of  God,  and  over  a  nom  de 
plume,  for  its  success  is  due  to  God  alone,  and  to  Him  are  due  its 
honors  and  not  to  the  humble  instrument.  The  humble  Galileo 
dared  to  confront  the  received  opinions  of  the  wrorld  in  regard  to 
the  earth's  diurnal  revolutions  on  its  own  axis ;  for  this  daring  pre- 
sumption he  was  denounced  by  every  academy,  college  and  univer- 
sity, by  every  pulpit  and  ecclesiastical  tribunal  of  earth.  They 
declared  him  to  be  an  ignoramus,  a  madman,  an  infidel,  his  booh  false, 
and  that  it  was  written  at  the  instigation  of  the  devil.  How  parallel 
the  fate  of  our  respective  books.  Yet  notwithstanding  those  denun- 
ciations his  book  was  true,  and  Ariel's  book  is  true  also.  They  made 
poor  Galileo  stand  in  the  pillory  and  eat  six  leaves  of  his  book  every 
day,  and  as  he  swallowed  each  leaf  he  was  compelled  to  declare  "  it 
was  false  and  wrritten  at  the  instigation  of  the  devil."  It  is  not  dif- 
ficult to  see  from  the  animus  of  Ariel's  "  reviewers "  and  of  the 
"learned  clergy,"  that  a  worse  fate  would  await  him  than  befel 
Galileo,  were  the  times  similar.  Ariel  expected  opposition,  but  had 
hoped  it  would  have  fairly  and  truly  met  his  facts  and  contested  his 
arguments,  and  thus  elicited  truth  by  logical  deductions  from  the 
premises,  and  that  the  present  translation  of  God's  Word  was  just 
what  it  ought  to  be,  and  therefore  Ariel  was  wrong.  The  reader  can 
see  from  this  review  how  much  of  this  hope  has  been  realized,  and 
the  "  kind  of  learning"  with  which  he  has  been  assailed.  But  we 
rejoice  to  know  that  there  are  many  learned  and  pious  men  in  every 
denomination,  honest  and  sincere  men  and  women,  north  and  south, 
England  Scotland,  Germany,  France,  Italy,  etc.,  and  from  whom  we 
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have  received  letters  indomrag  Ariel — letters  from  some  of  their 
most  distinguished  seats  of  learning,  who  cordially  and  thoroughly 
accept  the  truths  of  Ariel's  book  ;  none  of  these  have  been  pub- 
lished or  shown,  nor  will  they  be.  Ariel  shall  stand,  without  human 
indorsement,  in  spite  of  any  opposition. 

The  intelligent  and  candid  reader  will  See  that  in  all  our  caustic 
remarks,  they  are  confined  and  limited  to  the  "systems  of  religion" 
presented  by  Roman  Catholics  and  Protestants,  and  as  such  standing 
in  opposition  to  that  of  Jesus  Cknst  and  his  apostles,  as  set  forth  in 
the  words  of  the  Holy  Spirit  in  the  New  Testament ;  and  to  such 
among  the  "  learned  clergy"  who  advocate  "  their  systems"  as  better 
and  superior  to  that  founded  by  our  Savior,  and  presented  for  man's 
acceptance  in  the  New  Testament,  do  our  caustic  remarks  apply. 
With  the  individual  piety  of  the  members  of  each  of  these  denomi- 
nations we  have  nothing  to  do  or  say ;  they  are  honest  and  sincere, 
and  want  to  obey  the  gospel,  are  simply  misled  by  the  "  clergy,"  or 
they  would  be  humble  and  faithful  followers  of  the  Savior,  and  as 
he  has  told  them  in  his  word.  What  their  fate  may  be  in  another 
world,  we  rejoice  to  know  that  they  are  in  the  hands  of  One  who  is 
too  wise  to  err.  Our  review  does  not  refer  to  nor  include  any  of 
these,  but  to  those  "  learned,"  so  "  very  learned,"  that  they  seem 
impressed  with  the  idea  that  wisdom  can  only  be  learned  from  them, 
and  that  when  they  die  all  knowledge  must  die  with  them ;  their 
conceit  of  themselves  is  only  surpassed  by  their  ignorance  of  God, 
of  His  word,  and  of  the  subjects  on  which  they  have  written  ;  and 
to  these  we  have  no  explanations  or  apologies  to  make.  We  have 
treated  them  like  noisy  children  in  the  family,  made  them  shut  up 
and  go  to  bed.  When  these  grow  up  in  knowledge,  and  have  any- 
thing to  say  hereafter  worthy  to  tell,  we  will  then  gladly  hear  them. 
Besides  this  we  had  another  object  in  view.  We  know  when  a  man 
npw  puts  "Rev."  before  his  name,  or  "  D.D."  after  it,  that  it  carries 
a  moral  cabalistic  weight  or  influence  with  the  masses,  or  used  to  do 
so,  and  was  originally  so  intended,  is  undoubted.  But  alas !  they 
are  now  so  often  unworthily  bestowed,  and  D.D.s  have  become  so 
common  that  the  really  worthy  are  no  longer  the  rule,  but  the  excep- 
tions, and  our  motive  in  showing  such  up,  was  not  so  much  to  show 
the  ignorance  of  the  subject,  of  the  Bible,  and  of  all  ancient  or 
modern  history  and  languages,  but  if  possible  to  get  our  readers  to 
judge  for  themselves  of  the  facts  and  common  sense  and  force  of  the 
arguments  put  before  them,  free  from  the  bias  these  literary  titles 
wrould  generate,  and  to  induce  them  to  read  God's  blessed  Word  to 
know  what  it  literally  says  and  literally  means,  and  if  possible  to  get 
our  colleges  to  be  more  select  in  conferring  their  literary  "honors"  in 
the  future. 

In  our  other  work,  "  The  White  Man,"  now  nearly  ready  for  the 
press,  we  shall  take  up  Moses'  cosmogony,  (his  account  of  th«  crea- 
tion and  of  the  flood,)  and  show  plainly  that  God  spoke  in  words 
that  can  be  easily  and  clearly  understood,  that  he  talked  common 
sense,  that  his  account  of  creation  is  both  reasonable  and  in  accord 
ance  with  the  natural  philosophy  of  things  as  we  find  them  i?ow. 
Geologists  and  astronomers  will  find  Moses'  cosmogony  so  jdaxnlv 
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true,  that  they  will  cordially  accept  the  fact  that  in  six  days  of 
twenty-four  hours  each  God  did  make  the  heavens  and  the  earth ; 
that  he  did  destroy  "  man  and  beast,  and  creeping  things,  and  fowls 
of  the  air,"  by  exactly  such  a  flood  as  Moses  describes ;  and  did 
"save  Noah  and  his  wife,  and  his  three  sons  and  their  wives/'  and 
what  was  in  the  ark  with  him.  We  do  not  fear  but  we  will  make 
Sir  Charles  Lyell,  Chevalier  Bunsen,  Agassiz,  Colenso,  et  al,  per- 
fectly satisfied  of  these  truths,  and  that  their  mistake  in  claiming  so 
many  hundreds  of  thousands  and  millions  of  years  for  this  world's 
existence,  may  be  exactly  true  and  yet  Moses  be  exactly  and  literally 
true,  their  mistake  arising  from  misinterpreting  the  plain  meaning 
of  the  Hebrew  as  used  by  Moses. 

Ariel  has  never  shown  or  published  a  single  letter  of  the  many 
hundreds  he  has  received  from  some  of  the  most  learned  men  in  the 
United  States,  north  and  south,  and  from  England,  France,  Ger- 
many and  Italy,  indorsing  the  correctness  and  value  of  his  work 
religiously ,  scientifically,  historically  and  linguistically ;  nor  will  he 
publish  them.  The  work  is  true,  its  truths  are  as  old  as  the  world, 
Uiey  are  God's  truths,  and  will  stand  the  scrutiny  of  time  and  the 
test  of  eternity. 

Eeader,  we  are  truly  glad  that  we  are  now  through  with  this 
review.  Of  what  value  is  it  to  you  or  any  one  to  know  that  Ariel's 
reviewers  are  ignorant,  and  on  the  other  hand  that  Ariel  is  equally 
ignorant  ?  None  whatever.  Nor  should  we  have  noticed  either  of 
them,  but  for  the  opportunity  it  furnished  of  meeting  side  issues,  and 
showing  the  public  of  what  slim  materials  "  learned  men,"  "  D.D.s" 
and  "  clergy  "  are  made.  We  have  written  over  a  fictitious  signa- 
ture because  the  facts  and  truths  are  all  of  God  and  belong  to  God. 
Nothing  in  it  is  original  with  Ariel ;  all  is  as  old  as  the  world.  To 
God  belongs  the  honor  and  glory.  We  still  wish  to  remain  unknown; 
to  none  of  the  few  friends  to  whom  we  are  known  have  we  ever 
given  permission  to  lift  the  vail  that  covers  our  obscurity,  and  trust 
it  never  will  be  lifted  on  earth. 

Reader,  ask  yourself :  Is  there  not  something  within  you  that  tells 
you  "  there  is  a  Creator  that  made  you,  and  that  as  a  child  it  is  your 
duty  to  obey  him?  "  Then  why  not  obey  Him  ?  Why  do  you  pre- 
fer to  obey  and  do  what  other  men  frail  as  yourself  tell  you  ?  If 
God  is  your  Father,  as  we  know  He  is,  (if  you  are  white,)  why  would 
you  choose  any  being  in  preference  to  your  Father  in  heaven  to 
instruct  or  govern  your  life  ?  As  a  child  you  are  willing  to  obey  and 
desire  to  obey  your  Father  and  your  God,  then  why  not  do  it  rather 
than  obey  Roman  Catholicism  and  Protestantism,  (in  any  of  its 
forms  ?  )  And  why  do  you  prefer  either  of  these  to  obey,  rather 
than  God,  your  Father  ?  What  would  you  think  of  your  own  child 
that  would  prefer  to  obey  your  neighbor  rather  than  yourself?  Are 
the  Roman  Catholics  or  Protestants  wiser  than  God,  your  Father  ? 
you  tell  us  no.  Then  we  ask  why  will  you  obey  them  and  their 
inventions  of  religious  service  and  "  forms  of  church  service  "  which 
these  men  tell  you  is  better  for  you  to  observe  than  that  pre- 
scribed by  God,  your  Father?  You  tell  me  in  reply  that  these 
(Human  Catholics  and  Protestants)  are  "  learned  men,"  and  that  as 
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such  you  regard  them  as  the  proper  interpreters  of  God's  Word — 
your'Father's  Word — to  you.  Did  not  the  learned  Jew,  in  the  days 
of  our  Savior,  take  the  same  liberty,  the  same  license,  to  interpret 
God's  Word  ?  and  what  was  the  result  ?  The  murder  of  the  Son  of 
God.  And  they  would  murder  him  now  if  he  were  on  earth  and 
dared  to  differ  with  Roman  Catholics  and  Protestants.  If  you  as  a 
father  would  speak  to  your  dear  child  or  children,  would  you  not 
use  language,  words,  that  they  could  understand  ?  Yes.  Is  God, 
your  and  our  Father,  less  kind  ?  What  would  you  think  of  that 
man,  a  being,  that  would  tell  your  child  that  his  father  did  not 
mean  what  he  said,  but  that  he  spiritually  or  mystically  meant  that 
you  shoidd  do  exactly  what  he  had  forbidden,  as  in  the  case  of  the 
devil  and  Eve?  What  would  you  think  of  that  " neighbor "  and 
"friend  f  You  tell  me  (as  in  this  case)  that  God  had  spoken  in  the 
Hebrew  language  and  that  you  did  not  understand  it  and  had  to 
depend  upon  your  "  neighbors  "  to  interpret  it  ?  What  would  you 
think  of  that  " neighbor"  that  when  you  said  to  your  dear,  darling 
son  not  to  eat  a  certain  fruit,  "for  that  in  the  day  he  ate  thereof,  he 
would  surely  die,"  that  would  tell  that  son,  "  Your  father  did  not 
mean  what  he  said,  for  he  doth  know  you  shall  not  die,"  and  thus 
induce  him  to  eat  and  die  f  God,  our  Father,  has  promised  you 
eternal  life  beyond  the  grave  if  you  will  obey  Him.  Roman  Catholics 
and  Protestants  tell  you  that  while  obedience  to  God  is  necessary, 
yet  that  it  is  equally  necessary  you  should  obey  and  observe  all  they 
command  and  require  also,  if  you  would  be  saved.  How  are  you  to 
decide  in  this  category  ?  May  not  God  require  in  addition  to  His 
own  Word,  that  you  shall  obey  Catholics,  Protestants,  Shakers,  Qua- 
kers and  Mormons  also,  as  they  each  require  conformity  to  their 
rules  and  government  ?  How  are  you  to  decide  ?  We  answer  by 
inquiring :  Is  God  less  kind  and  less  intelligent,  as  your  Father,  in 
telling  you  what  you  must  do  in  order  to  live  with  Him  eternally 
blest,  than  these  Roman  Catholics,  Protestants,  shaking  Quakers  and 
Mormons  ?  If  he  is  not  less  kind  and  less  intelligent  than  these, 
but  somewhat  superior  in  kindness  and  intelligence,  then  why  are 
Roman  Catholics,  Protestants,  etc.  in  existence  at  all  ?  "  Our 
learned  men  " — the  "  learned  men  "  in  all  ages  of  the  world — have 
arrogated  to  themselves  the  right  to  make  such  additions  to  or  sub- 
tractions from  what  God  has  said  and  ordered.  The'"  learned  Jews" 
did  so  and  had  the  .Savior  rejected  aiid  murdered  ;  and,  Satan-like, 
they  have  since  the  first  "  sermon  "  was  preached  on  earth — that 
"  sermon  "  preached  by  the  "  tempter,"  the  "  devil  and  Satan,"  the 
"  negro,"  to  our  dear  mother  Eve — the  "  learned  "  have  been  telling 
the  world  that  however  proper  it  is  to  obey  God,  yet  it  is  of  no 
value,  unless  you  obey  them  also  in  their  "  forms  of  church  govern- 
ment." These  men  know  that  all  would  obey  God  if  they  knew 
exactly  what  he  said,  and  that  he  meant  what  he  said  ;  then  why  do 
they  not  know  what  he  said,  and  that  he  meant  what  he  did  say  t  The 
answer  to  this  is,  that  the  "  learned,"  and  only  the  learned,  have  been 
led  astray. 

This,  reader,  is  a  part  of  our  apology  for  speaking  as  we  have  in 
such  severe  terms  of  "  this  kind  "  of  learned  men  ;  thev  are  leading 
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you  and  millions  of  others  to  perdition  !  Shall  it  be  stopped !  Every 
throb  of  your  heart  says  yes.  But  car  you  do  it  with  an  ostrich, 
feather  t  can  you  check  a  railroad  train  on  the  "  down  grade  "  fair 
and  square  and  instantaneously  without  a  shock  to  every  passenger 
on  board  ?  No  ;  nor  can  we  stop  these  cars  to  endless  ruin  without 
a  shock  to  every  passenger — Roman  Catholic  and  Protestant — on 
board,  and  bound  for  the  lake  of  fire  and  brimstone.  None  but  the 
"  Rock  of  ages  "  thrown  squarely  across  the  track,  can  stop  them.  A 
few  of  the  passengers  may  be  saved  alive,  but  their  cars  will  be 
smashed  to  atoms  and  make  kindling  wood  to  burn  the  dead  in  fire 
that  will  never  be  quenched. 

RESUME  OF  THE  NEGRO. 

There  are  four  words  in  the  Hebrew  text  from  which  our  Bible  is 
translated  that  must  in  the  judgment  of  all  scholars  and  men  of 
common  sense  decide  the  status  of  the  whites,  blacks  and  mulattoes. 
These  four  words  are  adhom,  ish,  enosh  and  anshey.  The  Hebrew 
terms  applied  by  God  to  Adam  and  Eve,  after  he  had  separated  Eve 
from  the  body  of  ha  adhom  and  ha  chavah,  "  the  man,"  "  the  woman," 
are  confined  to  and  grew  out  of  adhom,  found  first  in  the  twenty- 
sixth  verse  of  the  first  chapter  of  Genesis. 

These  four  tuords  are  all  most  strangely  translated  in  our  version 
by  but  one  word,  "  man,"  in  English.  There  are  some  places  in  our 
Bible  where  they  are  not  translated  at  all ;  but  where  our  translators 
pretended  to  translate  them,  it  is  invariably  by  the  word  "man." 
Sometimes  two  of  them  would  come  together  in  contrast  with  each 
other,  then  our  translators  skipped  them  and  substituted  a  strange 
figment  of  their  own  brain  for  the  meaning  of  the  words  of  the 
original.  Why  they  took  this  liberty  with  "  God's  words"  we  can 
only  account  for  on  the  supposition  that  they  had  accepted  as  true 
that  Adam  and  Eve  were  the  parents  in  common  of  whites,  blacks 
and  mulattoes,  ignoring  the  fact,  and  known  as  fact  since  the  world 
was  made,  that  if  Adam  and  Eve  were  white,  then  their  offspring 
must  also  be  white,  as  God's  command  was  to  every  being  or  thing 
to  produce  their  own  kind  in  their  own  image,  etc.,  and  that  if 
black,  their  children  would  be  black,  and  if  yellow  then  their  off- 
spring would  be  mulattoes  or  yellow.  In  this  view  of  absolute  and 
incontestible  facts,  the  question  comes  up,  were  there  one,  two  or  three 
original  colors  and  creations  of  the  biped's  genus  man  ?  But  it  is 
seen  that  the  mulatto  is  not  an  original  creation,  in  fact  never  created 
by  God,  but  is  the  product  of  amalgamation  or  miscegenation  of  the 
white  and  black,  and  that  it  becomes  extinct  in  the  fifth  consecutive 
cross ;  in  other  words,  dies  totally  out  and  never  passes  beyond  the 
fifth  generation,  as  before  stated.  This,  however,  is  not  so  when 
applied  to  either  the  whites  or  blacks,  but  each  perpetuates  their 
separate  colors  and  races  without  any  such  interruption.  The  third 
cross,  such  as  Chinese  and  Japanese,  can  produce  like  the  whites  or 
blacks  without  limit.  This  then  brings  up  the  questions  if  the 
black  and  white  are  both  human  beings  ?  and  if  one  of  them  has  sprung 
from  the  other  ?  and  if  so,  why  is  it  that  such  progeny  always  dies  out 
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becomes  extinct  in  the  fifth  consecutive  cross  of  the  white?  But  is 
it  true  that  they  thus  die  out  ?  Not  a  shadow  of  doubt  on  this 
point,  if  God's  Word  is  to  be  believed,  or  the  results  of  experiments 
now  made  are  to  be  credited.  The  writer  of  this  has  seen  scores  of 
them.  They  most  generally  die  off  in  the  fourth  consecutive  cross, 
but  none  go  beyond  the  fifth  ;  they  are  then  whiter  than  white  men 
and  white  women,  and  with  all  the  propensities  for  family  existing 
as  strongly  as  it  is  in  either  whites  or  blacks,  but  without  the  power 
to  propagate  either  with  themselves  or  with  the  whites  and  blacks  ; 
showing  unequivocally  thereby  that  they  are  not  of  God's  creation, 
but  the  spawn  of  illicit  intercourse  of  a  son  of  God  with  a  beast. 
They  are  to  be  found  in  New  Orleans,  Havana,  Eio  Janeiro,  Pernam- 
buco,  Buenos  Ay  res,  etc.,  as  every  medical  gentleman  there  whose 
minds  have  been  directed  to  the  subject  can  testify.  But  we  must 
not  anticipate,  but  return  to  the  blacks  and  whites.  God  did  create 
these,  and  they  can  propagate  their  own  "  image  and  in  their  own 
likeness  "  as  long  as  the  world  stands,  the  one  a  son  of  God  and  the 
other  a  beast,  the  head  of  the  beast  creation,  endued  by  God  with 
speech  that  they  might  the  better  fulfill  the  condition  and  station  of 
slave  servants  to  Adam  and  Eve,  whom  God  never  intended  to  work 
and  never  wTould  have  worked  had  they  not  disobeyed  him.  Reader, 
we  knowr  you  are  astonished  at  this  bold  and  most  unpopular  declar- 
ation. We  only  ask  (1)  that  you  will  believe  God's  Word  and  what 
he  said  on  this  subject  before  the  fall  of  Adam  and  ever  afterward ; 
(2)  that  you  will  hold  your  anxiety  in  check  for  a  moment,  and  only 
a  moment,  until  we  state  all  the  facts  and  premises  of  the  case  ;  for 
you  see  there  are  so  many  ready  to  jump  upon  Ariel,  and  we  wish  to 
be  in  a  condition  to  make  them  jump  off  again. 

The  Adhom,  white  man,  first  spoken  of  in  Genesis,  i. :  26,  it  is  said 
by  God  himself  (twenty-sixth  verse) :  "  And  God  said,  let  us  make 
man  (Adhom)  in  our  image,  after  our  likeness:  and  let  them  have 
dominion  over  the  fish  of  the  sea,  and  over  the  fowls  of  the  air,  and 
over  the  cattle,  and  over  all  the  earth,  and  over  every  creeping  thing 
that  creepeth  upon  the  earth.  (27)  So  God  created  man  {ha  Adhom, 
the  man)  in  his  own  image,  in  the  image  of  God  created  he  him, 
male  and  female  created  he  them/'  And  in  the  second  chapter, 
seventh  verse,  we  have :  "  And  the  Lord  God  formed  man  (ha  Adliom) 
of  the  dust  of  the  ground,  and  breathed  into  his  nostrils  the  breath 
of  life  (chaiyim,  plural,  lives)  and  man  (ha  Adhom)  became  a  living 
soul."  Luke,  in  tracing  our  Savior's  genealogy,  says :  "  Which  was 
the  son  of  Seth,  which  was  the  son  of  Adam,  wrhich  was  the  son  of 
God.'*  Adam  is  the  son  of  God.  Our  Savior,  in  teaching  his  dis- 
ciples how  to  pray,  said,  "Our  Father  who  art  in  Heaven."  Our 
Savior  was  from  heaven,  He  was  the  Son  of  God,  and  He  was  white; 
Adam  is  alleged  by  St.  Luke  to  be  the  son  also  of  God,  and  he,  too, 
is  white.  Ail  beasts  and  animals,  when  first  brought  into  being, 
breathed  this  common  air  or  atmosphere,  and  all  that  breathed  it 
died,  and  yet  die.  Adam,  the  son  of  God,  did  not  breathe  this  air 
or  atmosphere,  but  God's  breath  (ruach),  spirit,  immediately  from 
his  Almighty  Father's  lips — nor  did  he  breathe  this  common  air  or 
atmosphere,  until  the  moment  of  his  fall.    This  will  be  made  manifest 
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in  our  other  work,  "  The  White  Man,"  what  he  did  breathe.  All  that 
was  created  previously  to  Adhom,  ha  Adhom  (man,  the  man),  were 
mortal.  Adam  was  white.  The  first  Adam  was  white,  but  of  the 
earth ;  the  second  Adam  was  white,  but  the  Lord  from  heaven,  and 
the  same  divine  writer,  St.  Paul,  speaking  of  Christ  being  the  bright- 
ness of  God's  glory  " and  the  express  image  of  his  person"  of  God's 
person  ;  then  we  know  by  this  logic  of  facts  that  God  is  white,  that 
Adam  and  Eve  were  white,  that  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  who  is  the 
express  image  of  God's  person,  was  also  white.  Now  as  our  Savior  was 
white,  and  the  express  image  of  God's  person,  God  must  necessa- 
rily also  be  white,  and  which  is  confirmed  by  his  two  sons,  Adam 
and  the  Lord  Jesus,  both  being  white ;  and  as  Adam  and  Eve  must 
consequently  also  be  white,  and  as  white  parents  cannot  produce  negroes 
as  children,  or  'negro  children — for  each  shall  produce  "  after  his  own 
hind,  in  his  own  image,  and  after  his  own  likeness,"  to  fill  the  station 
God  assigned  to  every  thing,  as  stated  in  the  words  of  His  language, 
even  inanimate  things,  grass  and  herbs,  fruit  trees,  etc.,  yielding 
fruit  after  his  kind, — grass  and  herbs  yielding  seed  after  his  kind.  This 
is  His  order  for  inanimate  nature.  His  order  for  animated  nature 
reads  like  unto  it,  thus:  "  And  God  created  great  whales,  and  every 
living  creature  that  moveth,  which  the  waters  brought  forth  abund- 
antly, after  their  kind,  and  every  winged  fowl  ajter  his  kind/'  these 
God  blessed.  And  on  the  sixth  day  "  God  said  let  the  earth  bring 
forth  the  living  creature  after  his  kind,  cattle  and  creeping  things,  and 
beast  of  the  earth  after  his  kind ;  and  it  was  so.  And  God  made  the 
beast  of  the  earth  after  his  kind,  and  cattle  after  his  kind,  and  every 
thing  that  creepeth  upon  the  earth  after  his  kind,  and  God  saw  that 
it  was  good."  All  these  were  produced  by  the  earth  in  pairs,  at  the 
command  of  God.  Creation  is  now  finished,  all  but  one  being,  and 
that  one  being,  we  have  seen  already,  is  His  Son,  Adhom  w/w  was 
the  Son  of  God.  Neither  earth,  water  or  air,  nor  all  of  them  com- 
bined, were  commanded  by  God  to  bring  forth  Adhom.  But  God 
says  "  Let  us,"  not  earth,  air  or  water,  but  "  Let  us  make  Adhom  in 
our  image — (what  image  ?)  Jesus  Christ  is  the  express  image  of  God's 
person,  and  by  whom  also  He  made  the  worlds.  The  identification 
is  perfect ;  the  Son  white,  and  the  express  image  of  His  Father's  per- 
son, the  father  is  necessarily  white,  or  Jesus  Christ  could  not  have 
been  the  express  image  of  His  person.  Had  God  been  black,  His 
Son  would  have  been  black,  or  he  could  not  be  the  express  image  of 
His  Father.  But  we  know  the  Son  was  white  "and  after  our  likeness." 
So  God  created  Adhom  (man)  in  His  own  image,  in  the  image  of  God 
created  he  him,  male  and  female  created  he  them.  And  God  blessed 
them,  and  God  said  be  fruitful,  and  multiply  and  replenish  the  earth 
and  subdue  it,  and  have  dominion  over  the  fish  of  the  sea,  and  fowl 
of  the  air,  and  over  every  living  thing  that  moveth  upon  the  earth." 
Here  is  (1)  one  very  notable  distinction  and  preeminence;  this 
being  was  to  have  rule  over  all  others.  (2)  His  female  was  created 
in  his  own  body,  not  as  the  previously  created  beasts  and  cattle  in 
pairs,  as  St.  Paul  tells  us  in  his  speech  before  the  Court  of  the 
Areopegus  at  Athens,  where  he  says  of  one  blood  God  hath  made  all 
nations,  referring  to  Adam  and  Eve  being  created  in  one  person  at 
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first,  and  this  word  nations  is  applied  by  the  divine  writers  to  the 
whites  alone,  from  the  first  time  it  is  used  in  the  Old  Testament  to 
the  last.  It  is  never  applied  by  them  to  either  the  negroes  or  mixed 
bloods  any  more  than  it  is  applied  to  camels,  horses,  sheep  or  goats. 
The  (3)  distinction  is  in  his  food,  what  he  was  to  eat.  "  And  God 
said :  Behold  I  have  given  you  every  herb  bearing  seed  (grain)  which 
is  upon  the  face  of  all  the  earth,  and  every  tree  in  which  is  the  fruit 
of  a  tree  yielding  seed,  to  you  it  shall  be  for  meat/'  The  food  of 
beasts,  fowls  "  and  everything  that  creepeth  upon  the  earth  wherein 
there  is  life,  I  have  given  every  green  herb  for  meat:  and  it  was  so." 

Now,  reader,  a  query  to  you :  It  is  plain  from  the  language  used 
by  God  (and  none  will  dare  to  contradict  God  but  the  devil,  or  one 
of  his  imps  or  angels),  that  He  has  directed,  ordered  and  commanded 
every  thing,  inanimate  as  well  as  animated  living  beings  or  creatures, 
to  produce  their  own  kind  in  their  own  likeness.  This  cannot  be 
doubted  or  questioned  by  any  honest,  candid,  intelligent  man  or 
woman  (whites)  on  earth.  Now  one  other  order  of  God  in  the  crea- 
tion of  the  world,  which  is  this :  invariably  darkness  (black)  before 
light — the  night  before  the  morning,  this  is  repeated  six  times,  that 
night  precedes  the  day;  the  raven,  black  raven,  sent  out  by  Noah 
first  from  the  ark,  but  never  returned,  then  the  white  dove ;  first  the 
pillar  of  the  cloud,  then  the  pillar  of  fire;  first  the  black  "man," 
the  negro,  then  the  white  man.  Let  me  correct  the  orthography  of 
this  word  negro:  In  Hebrew  it  is  niggar ;  in  Syro-Chaldaic  it  is 
nig'ar;  in  Latin,  it  is  nigger ;  in  "  Portuguese,"  and  other  modern 
languages,  it  is  negro.  Excuse  this,  we  pursue  the  subject.  There 
is  no  mistaking  the  language  of  God  that  each  should  produce  their 
own  kind  in  their  own  likeness.  That  this  was  and  is  still  God's 
order,  God's  command,  none  can  have  a  shadow  of  doubt  about. 
The  language  is  too  clear,  too  precise  for  any  to  mistake.  With  these 
preliminary  remarks,  now,  reader,  we  will  put  one  question :  Could 
God,  after  all  this  precise  language,  authorize,  permit  or  allow,  with 
His  approbation,  the  amalgamation  of  the  whites  and  blacks,  so 
positively  and  plainly  by  the  language  of  His  own  order  forbidden, 
and  restricting  each  to  producing  their  own  kind  in  their  own  likeness  f 
Any  man  that  says  he  does  believe  this  of  God,  is  prepared  to  believe 
anything  but  the  Bible.  But,  reader,  where  does  such  amalgamators 
stand  ?  Let  our  Savior  tell  you.  Turn  to  Matthew  xii. :  22-37.  It 
is  the  case  of  one  brought  to  him  possessed  with  the  devil,  blind  and 
dumb,  whom  he  healed.  And  the  Pharisees  said,  "  This  fellow  doth 
not  cast  out  devils  but  by  Beelzebub,  the  prince  of  the  devils." 
This  was  a  direct  charge  against  the  Savior,  that  the  power  by  which 
He  cast  out  devils  was  in  league  with  and  had  amalgamated  itself  with 
Beelzebub,  the  prince  of  devils.  And  verse  twenty- eight,  "  I  cast 
out  devils  by  the  Spirit  of  God;"  then  in  verses  twenty-one  and 
twenty-two,  He  says:  "  All*  manner  of  sin  and  blasphemy  shall  be 
forgiven  unto  men  :  but  the  blasphemy  against  the  Holy  Spirit  shall 
not  be  forgiven  unto  men  ;  *  *  *  but  whosoever  speaketh  against 
the  Holy  Spirit,  it  shall  not  be  forgiven  him,  neither  in  this  world, 
neither  in  the  world  to  come."  Eeader,  look  at  the  charge  made 
by  the  Pharisees.    What  is  it?    Why  that  God's  Spirit,  by  which 
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our  Savior  said  it  was  that  He  cast  out  devils,  and  which  the  Phari- 
sees charged  was  done  by  a  league  or  amalgamation  of  God's  Spirit 
with  that  of  the  prince  of  devils.  God's  abhorrence  of  all  amalgama- 
tion is  such  that  with  inanimate  things  it  is  condemned  to  die  out  at 
once  ;  with  animated,  or  living  beings,  it  dies  out  in  the  first  cross 
of  ass  and  horse  ;  with  whites  and  negroes,  with  the  fifth  cross,  most 
generally  in  the  fourth,  but  none  pass  beyond  the  fifth.  The  Chinese 
and  Japanese  are  the  third  cross,  the  latter  crossed  back  by  the  negro 
on  the  mulatto,  which  gives  the  hue  to  them;  and  the  "  Indians  " 
are  "  the  Canaanites  spread  abroad."  The  first,  second  and  third 
crosses  can  propagate  with  each  other  without  limit,  as  God  has  told 
us  in  his  word,  and  as  we  shall  see  in  its  proper  place  by-and-bye. 
But  when  it  reaches  the  fifth  consecutive  white  cross,  they  then 
cease  to  propagate. 

Reader,  bear  with  us  in  all  these  seeming  digressions  from  the 
points  that  we  set  out  with.  They  are  intended  for  your  benefit,  that 
you  may  not  be  bewildered  by  others  in  any  prominent  side  issue. 
In  the  position  we  occupy  with  God's  Word,  we  are  alone,  none  on 
earth  dare  stand  with  us  for  fear  of  the  "  learned,"  for  fear  of  the 
"  clergy  "  whose  name  is  "  legion."  But  we  are  not  alone,  for  God 
is  with  us,  yet  humanly  speaking,  we  are  alone,  and  must  not  only 
speak  and  write  accurately  God's  truth,  but  must  remove  every 
prominent  obstacle  in  the  way  of  our  readers,  and  fortify  every  point 
as  we  go  along. 

We  set  out  with  some  four  Hebrew  words,  Adhom,  ha  Adhom, 
designating  the  Son  of  God,  the  white  man,  and  ish,  designating  the 
negro  or  black  "  man."  Enosh,  designating  the  mulatto,  the  first 
cross  of  white  and  black,  and  anshey,  designating  the  further  cross 
of  the  white  with  the  mulatto.  These  four  Hebrew  words,  differing 
so  widely  in  their  orthography,  and  in  their  respective  meanings 
from  each  other,  and  intended  by  God  to  represent  beings  or  things 
so  widely  separated,  as  mortality  and  immortality,  mortal  life  and 
eternal  life,  Son  of  God,  and  the  tempter,  satan,  Adam  and  beast, 
and  yet  by  some  strange  fatality,  or  demoniac  power,  are  all  trans- 
lated by  one  word,  "man,"  wherever  either  is  translated.  In  some 
places  in  the  Old  Testament  they  are  found  where  neither  of  them 
are  translated.  In  other  places  two  of  them  come  together  in  con- 
trast, and  then  in  some  places  "skipped,"  and  not  translated  at  all; 
and  then  again,  ha  Adhom  and  Enosh  are  both  translated  by  one 
word,  "  man,"  although  the  latter  is  "  held  for  destruction11  or 
"  turned  to  destruction1''  and  the  former  for  mercy  and  blessing.  And 
then  again  where  they,  or  one  or  more  of  them  occur,  they  not  only 
"skip"  them,  but  substitute  for  their  meaning  some  most  strange 
figment  of  their  own  brain.  Why  they  took  this  "  liberty "  with 
GodJs  word,  or  how  they  dared  to  do  it,  can  be  accounted  for  only 
on  one  supposition  short  of  insanity,  or  satan  completely  controlling 
them,  and  that  is,  that  they  believed  white,  black  and  mulatto  had 
all  sprung  from  one  common  parentage,  and  as  Adhom  had  been 
translated  "  man,"  that  therefore  when  either  Ish,  Enosh  or  Anshey 
were  found  that  they,  too,  must  mean  "  man,"  as  having  sprung  from 
Adhom;  and  this  is  the  best  explanation  of  their  egregious  blunder. 
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The  presumptuous  impudence  of  any  man,  or  any  set  of  men,  in 
undertaking  to  correct  the  phraseology  of  the  Almighty  is,  humanly 
speaking,  not  only  inconceivable  in  object,  but  also  alone  paralleled 
by  the  devil  in  his  interview  with  our  beautiful,  but  alas  too  credu- 
lous mother.  It  has  been,  and  now  is,  to  the  exercise  of  such 
"  liberties  "  by  daring,  unscrupulous  men,  that  the  world  has  been 
"  indebted  "  for  all  the  confusion  now  existing  regarding  God's  word 
to  the  fallen  children  of  His  love.  As  He  expressed  it,  His  language 
is  plain  and  easily  comprehended,  and  all  that  we  want,  all  that  any 
man  can  want,  are  the  exact  ideas  God  put  into  the  Hebrew  words 
to  be  put  into  English  words,  neither  more  nor  less.  This  can  be  done, 
if  impudent  man  did  not  dare  to  undertake  to  correct  the  Almighty, 
or  suppose  God  had  committed  a  mistake  and  did  not  use  the  proper 
and  exact  word  He  should.  Header,  ask  yourself  this  question,  why 
did  God  use  all  these  different  wTords,  Adhom,  Ish,  Enosh  and  Anshey  f 
If  they  all  meant  only  one  thing,  "man/'  why  so  many  terms? 
And  if  they  do  have  different  meanings,  which  they  unquestionably 
do,  how  is  it  possible  for  these  different  meanings  to  be  expressed  by 
one  word,  "man?"  Then  why,  in  translating,  did  they  not  give 
GooVs  meaning  to  the  words  used  by  God,  instead  of  "  their  own," 
thereby  undertaking  to  correct  Almighty  God  ?  Reader,  is  this  not 
amalgamating  man's  ideas,  spirit,  works  with  God's  ideas,  spirit  and 
works.  And  is  this  not  a  sin  that  never  will  be  forgiven?  And  are 
not  the  structures  the  form  of  church  government  of  every  sect  on 
earth  the  same?  Surely. 

But  there  is  another  matter  which  can  not  have  escaped  the  at- 
tention of  intelligent  readers  of  what  is  called  "  the  standard 
works,"  on  the  "  unity  of  the  human  race."  They  all  commence 
with  the  "present  time"  to  find  "'what  they  choose  to  denominate 
the  "  varieties  of  the  human  family,"  now  found  existing  on  earth, 
and  undertake  "  backward  to  advance  "  to  trace  back  to  the  begin- 
ning of  "  each  variety" — that  the  further  they  went  the  more  they 
became  confused ;  and  in  a  few  decades  of  centuries  back,  found 
them  stranded  or  drowned  in  a  quagmire  of  inextricable  confusion, 
and  from  whence  they  are  never  relieved.  To  obviate  the  difficulties 
of  this  dilemma,  however,  some  at  least  began  to  form  "new  cen- 
ters of  creation  to  enable  them  to  get  along  with  some  show  of  sense, 
for  in  their  estimation  the  Almighty  had  none,  or  lie  would  not 
have  said  and  did  what  His  plain  language  imported.  This  new 
departure  first  led  one  and  then  another  to  doubt  the  truth  of  Moses' 
account  of  God's  creation.  The  process  of  reasoning  that  thus 
brought  them  to  doubt  Moses'  cosmogony,  soon  led  them  to  doubt 
his  account  of  the  flood.  About  this  time  the  geologists  came  along, 
and  they  gravely  told  the  world  that  Moses  was  altogether  wrong 
when  he  asserted  that  in  six  days  God  had  made  the  heavens  and 
the  earth — that  science — "  their  science"  had  developed  the  fact  that 
this  earth  had  been  tens  of  thousands  and  millions  of  years  in  the 
process  of  formation.  We  can't  name  or  notice  all,  but  as  a  sample 
of  their  teaching  in  this  line  we  remark  that  Sir  Charles  Lyell  (au- 
thor of  a  work  on  geology),  in  a  speech  at  Southhampton,  England, 
in  September,  1843,  stated  that  the  Delta  of  the  Mississippi  river, 
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below  New  Orleans  (which  he  had  recently  examined),  had  been 
one  hundred  and  thirteen  thousand  years  in  its  formation — "  that 
making  every  deduction  the  most  prudent  caution  could  demand,  it 
could  not  have  been  less  than  ninety  thousand  years  in  process  of  for- 
mation." Poor  Moses  was  tripped  up  here,  and  Sir  Charles  rose  in 
grandeur  on  the  plaudits  of  his  audience,  whose  ignorance  alone 
surpassed  that  of  Sir  Charles,  and  he  a  member  of  the  Established 
Church.  Reader,  we  would  not  speak  or  write  so  but  for  one  con- 
sideration, one  reason,  in  itself  paramount  to  every  other  earthly 
deference,  which  is  that  it  is  just  such  men,  backed  by  such  D.D.s  as 
have  passed  in  review  before  us,  that  are  leading  countless  millions 
of  our  fellow-beings  to  eternal  perdition  by  just  such  attacks,  thus 
sapping  the  truth  of  the  Christian's  faith  in  God's  Word,  destroy- 
ing the  moorings  by  which  man  is  tied  to  virtue  and  moral  recti- 
tude, and  to  his  God  ;  backed  by  countless  pulpit  orators  and  D.D.s, 
whose  "  learning  "  only  qualifies  them  to  defend  error  and  propagate 
falsehood.  If  the  reader  will  only  bear  with  us  till  he  gets  through 
this  book  and  "  The  White  Man,"  he  will  find  such  science  and  such 
learning  has  not  a  pin's  point  to  stand  upon — and  that  the  man  has 
never  lived  on  earth,  is  not  now  living,  and  never  will  live  that  can 
successfully  attack  God's  Word  ;  and  the  book  of  Genesis  is  a  part 
of  that  Word.  To  touch  those  men,  such  men  in  the  cautious  lan- 
guage of  deferential  respect,  would  be  treason  to  the  best  interests  of 
our  race,  and  practically  as  unavailing  as  would  be  the  "  correction  " 
of  an  obstinate  donkey  by  using  an  ostrich  feather  from  the  bonnet 
of  a  lady.  On  the  contrary,  tJiey  shall  be  made  to  stand  square  be- 
fore Moses  and  to  make  good  their  assertions  or  failing,  to  face  their 
master,  the  devil,  with  the  inquiry  why  he  allowed  "  his  children  to 
fail." 

But  astronomy  then  comes  in,  backing  the  "science"  of  geology 
in  its  attack  upon  the  credibility  of  Moses,  and  asserts  the  fact  that 
by  "  their  science  "  it  is  shown  to  be  an  utter  impossibility — a  phys- 
ical impossibility  for  such  a  flood  as  Moses  described  to  have  ever 
taken  place.  Poor  Moses  is  crushed — nay — must  be  cntshed — or — 
these  "  sciences  "  and  their  abetters  will  be  shown  to  be  "  false  wit- 
nesses." For  these  astronomers  tell  us  that  if  all  the  water  on  the 
earth,  and  under  the  earth,  and  all  that  is  contained  in  the  "  air" 
were  condensed  into  water,  all  would  not  make  such  a  flood  as  that 
described  by  Moses,  "  covering  the  highest  mountains  fifteen  cubits 
and  upward."  The  "  gentlemen  "of  these  two  "  sciences"  were  very 
kind  to  Moses,  and  to  God  who  spoke  through  Moses.  They  "  apol- 
ogized "  for  him,  by  sayifig  he  was  an  ignorant  man  (heaven  save 
the  mark  and  the  apology  too),  and  understood  nothing  about  science, 
but  was  divinely  inspired  of  God  to  lead  His  people  out  of  Egypt, 
and  to  deliver  to  them  God's  divine  laws  at  Mt.  Sinai,  but  that  it 
was  unfortunate  for  him  that  he  had  heard  this  story  of  the  creation 
and  the  flood,  and  still  more  unfortunate  that  he  was  so  simple  in 
his  ignorance  as  to  write  it.  So  stood  "  the  geologists  and  the  astron- 
omers" in  regard  to  the  veracity  of  Moses.  But  just  then  a  new 
" adversary"  of  His  truth,  of  God's  truth,  was  presented  by  the 
"  clergy  "  the  "  learned,"  "  ecclesiastics  "  of  the  day,  who  assumed 
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the  "  unity  of  the  human  race/'  and  that  the  black,  man  or  negro 
as  a  part  of  it,  as  an  incontestible  fact  abundantly  proven  by  these 
"sciences"  The  first  writers  among  those  last  took  along  with 
this  "  unity"  of  white  and  black  as  one  race,  this  other  assumption 
(both  false  however)  that  it  was  climate  that  had  "  altered  "  some 
white  man,  and  had  made  the  gizzard  foot,  bandy  shank,  kidney  lips, 
flat  noses,  low  foreheads,  kinkey  heads  and  black  skins,  now  found 
with  the  negro.  They,  however,  were  D.D.s,  or  at  least  some  of 
them.  But  here  commenced  their  troubles  ;  and  they  were  in  great 
trouble  "about  this  unity"  of  the  human  race  and  "climate" 
making  the  negro.  They  had  before  them  Jewish,  Egyptian,  Chal- 
dean, Arabian,  Medo-Persian,  Assyrian,  Phoenician,  Babylonian, 
Grecian,  Roman  and  all  modern  history,  running  from  present  date 
back  to  remotest  times  of  earth's  history.  Taking  these  historians 
in  hand,  it  was  natural  and  certainly  most  reasonable  to  suppose 
that  if  climate  had  anything  to  do  in  making  a  negro  out  of  a  white 
man,  it  would  continue  making  negroes  out  of  such  abundant  materi- 
als, the  climate  being  still  the  same  mother  or  father.  The  supposi- 
tion was  both  reasonable  and  just.  Then  taking  these  historians  in 
hand,  and  running  back  one  thousand  years,  they  could  find  in  no 
year,  in  no  century  in  that  thousand  years,  where  climate  had  pro- 
duced a  single  negro.  They  then  went  back  another  thousand  years, 
but  found  no  negro  the  offspring  of  climate — none  had  been  pro- 
duced. They  then  went  back  another  thousand  years,  but  still 
could  find  no  negro  that  had  been  produced  by  climate.  They  then 
went  back  another  thousand  years,  to  the  days  of  Abraham,  the 
father  of  the  Faithful,  and  of  whose  seed  the  Savior  took  hold,  but 
still  found  no  negro  that  was  the  offspring  or  product  of  climate. 
They  now  had  gone  back  the  full  two-thirds  of  the  years  of  the 
world's  existence,  according  to  Bible  chronology,  and  without  find- 
ing a  single  negro  in  its  long,  long  history  as  the  product  of  climate. 
Here  was  a  dilemma  in  which  these  writers  were  suddenly  involved. 
How  were  they  to  get  out  of  it  ?  They  must  not  give  up  the  unity 
of  the  human  race,  and  that  the  black  "  man  "  was  the  son  of  Adam 
and  Eve?  But  their  favored  dogma  of  the  climate  having  produced 
the  negro,  or  had  any  power  to  do  so,  or  ever  had  done  so,  had  sig- 
nally and  literally  failed  them.  A  little  common  sense  had  oozed  out 
through  the  pores  of  history  that  blanched  their  climate-made  negro; 
and  that  if  it  were  the  " climate"  that  produced  the  negro  in  the 
days  of  Ham  or  Canaan,  that  it  was  a  most  curious  or  miraculous 
"  sun  burn,"  that  it  not  only  blackened  Ham  but  blackened  his 
children,  though  unborn,  though  nearly  forty  centuries  since.  It  is 
very  easy  to  see  how  a  white  man  and  his  wife  may  get  "  sun 
burned,"  but  it  is  real  difficult  to  see  how  it  could  "  sun  burn  "  or 
blacken  their  unborn  children,  that  they  should  be  born  black  or  sun 
burnt.  Here  was  their  dilemma.  Common  sense  and  common 
honest  candoi  said  give  it  up.  But  no — they  were  "learned  men/ 
learned  "  clergy,"  and  it  would  never  do  to  admit  that  learned 
"clergy"  could  be  mistaken,  as  "they  were  divinely  called  to  the 
ministry."  It  was  wholly  out  of  the  question  to  admit  that  a  man 
"  divinely  called,"  as  they  assumed  they  had  been,  could  possibly 
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be  mistaken  about  the  negro  not  being  Adam's  son.  But  in  the 
four  thousand  years,  running  back  to  Abraham,  they  had  been  un- 
able to  find  a  single  negro  the  product  of  climate,  and  if  he  could 
not  be  thus  found  in  the  first  four  thousand  years  examined,  there 
could  be  no  possibility  for  them  to  find  him  in  the  remaining  two 
thousand  years,  back  to  the  beginning  of  creation.  Here,  then, 
was  the  question:  "How  were  they  to  get  out  of  this  diffi- 
culty ?"  This  was  the  question  these  "  learned  "  gentlemen  saw  star- 
ing them  in  the  face — and  they  had  to  meet  it — they  dare  not  and 
could  not  shun  it — they  had  to  meet  it,  and  did  meet  it  exactly  af- 
ter the  fashion  of  the  example  set  by  the  devil  in  his  conversation 
with  Eve — by  attacking  the  veracity  of  God's  Word.  As  an  excuse 
therefor,  opportunely  for  them  the  science  (?)  of  geology  in  this  mo- 
ment of  perplexity  came  to  their  relief,  and  demonstrated,  as  claimed 
for  it,  that  Moses'  account  of  the  creation  was  false.  The  science  (?) 
of  astronomy  must  not  be  behind  that  of  geology  in  wonderful  dis- 
coveries, now  finds  also  that  all  the  water  in  and  on  the  earth,  seas 
and  sky,  could  not  have  made  such  a  flood  as  Moses  had  described — al- 
though the  same  water  had  once  before  covered  everything,  when 
"  darkness  was  upon  the  face  of  the  deep  \"  and,  therefore,  Moses 
was  wrong  again — in  fact  that  Moses  had  "  lied  square  out  V9  Here 
was  a  loop  hole  by  which  the  writers  on  the  "  unity  of  the  whites 
and  blacks''  (for  this  is  what  they  mean)  creep  out  of  their  difficulty, 
and  carry  with  them  their  climate-made  black  man,  or  negro.  Moses 
had  been  twice  proven  (?)  a  liar  by  geologists  and  astronomers ;  and 
now  all  that  these  "  learned"  writers  on  the  "  unity  "  of  the  races 
had  to  do,  was  to  proclaim  that  Moses  was  mistaken  again,  had  lied 
in  his  genealogies,  mistaken  in  his  chronology — that  instead  of  only  1656 
years  from  creation  to  the  flood,  it  was  ten  thousand — and  ten  thou- 
sand more  from  the  flood  to  Jesus  Christ.  These  men  argued  with 
themselves  that  if  they  could  slip  in  a  period  of  eight  or  ten  thous- 
and years  before  the  flood,  and  as  many  more  between  the  flood 
and  Jesus  Christ,  of  periods  unknown  to  the  Bible  and  unknown  in 
history,  and  through  which  no  historian  of  God  or  man  had  ever 
travelled,  or  could  now  travel  (because  they  well  knew  such  periods 
had  never  existed),  that  then  their  darling  doctrine  of  the  climate- 
made  negro  might  be  saved,  would  be  saved — and  that  must  be 
saved,  or  their  still  dearer  doctrine,  the  "  unity  of  whites  and 
blacks,"  and  mulattoes  would  be  hopelessly  lost.  Better  in  their 
estimation  for  them  to  join  geologist  and  astronomers,  and  boldly 
say  that  Moses  had — and  was  mistaken,  than  give  up  their  favorite 
doctrine.  But  like  the  other  "  learned"  scientific  men,  they,  too, 
must  apologize  for  poor  ignorant  Moses,  just  as  the  others  had  done, 
that  he  was  divinely  inspired  of  God,  and  empowered  to  perform 
miracles,  and  lead  out  the  Hebrews  from  Egyptian  bondage — di- 
vinely inspired  of  God  to  deliver  His  laws  to  the  children  of  Israel — 
that  in  all  these  offices  He  had  spoken  the  truth  and  written  the 
truth  for  God.  But — but  alas !  the  devil  somehow  had  caught  the 
Almighty  napping  (if  their  statements  are  true),  and  he  had  in- 
spired Moses  to  do  his  work  also.  And  thus  Moses'  services  were 
held  in  joint  partnership  between  God  and  the  devil — the  one  inspir- 
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ing  him  to  tell  and  write  the  truth,  and  the  other  inspiring  ^him  to 
tell  and  write  lies !  Amalgamation !  the  sin  against  the  Holy  Spirit. 
Bunsen  wanted  ten  thousand  years  to  the  flood,  and  as  many  from 
the  flood  to  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ — others  wanted  a  few  thousand 
less,  and  some  wanted  to  add  eleven  to  twenty  thousand  years  to 
these  periods ;  while  the  consciences  of  others,  like  the  ravellings  of 
a  yarn  stocking,  soon  stretched  to  hundreds  of  thousands  of  years, 
and — then — what  then  ?  Why,  they  then  said  there  was  no  flood  at 
all,  only  a  high  rise  in  the  Nile  or  Euphrates  from  extra  long  rains 
in  the  mountains  of  the  Moon.  From  all  this  the  reader  can  not 
fail  to  see  that  the  book  of  Genesis  was  thus  found  by  these  "  learned 
men,"  in  and  out  of  the  pulpit,  to  be  geologically  false,  astronomically 
untrue,  ecclesiastically  without  inspiration  from  God,  false  in  its 
chronology,  false  in  its  genealogy,  our  Savior's  genealogy  false,  false  in 
its  historical  and  scientific  details — nay,  that  the  book  of  Genesis 
was  not  even  written  by  Moses — that  no  one  knows  who  wrote  it. 
Our  readers  are  referred  for  details  on  all  these  points  and  for  the 
names  of  their  writers  to  our  work  "The  White  Man,"  before  men- 
tioned. That  such  sentiments  were  held  by  C.  J.  Bunsen,  James 
Cowles  Pritchard,  both  D.D.s,  and  to  whom  "  Ariel's"  reviewers  so 
often  refer  with  satisfaction  as  "  the  highest  authority "  on  earth. 
The  latter  published  three  editions  of  his  "  Physical  History  of 
Mankind"  (and  so  much  superior  as  these  reviewers  think  to  Moses,) 
one  each  in  the  years  1813,  1826  and  1847,  and  then,  died  repudiating 
his  whole  theory  himself — at  least  it  is  so  said  of  him  when  dying.  It 
is  his  "  defence  of  the  book  of  Genesis,"  in  the  appendix  to  the  fifth 
volume  of  his  "  researches,"  from  which  the  above  ideas  are  gath- 
ered ;  if  such  a  performance  can  be  called  a  "defence"  and  from 
which  we  have  quoted.  Bunsen,  another  D.D.,  denies  that  it  was 
written  by  Moses — he  don't  know  who  wrote  it;  but  boldly  avers 
that  it  was  written  in  the  time  of  Solomon,  and  certainly  not  sooner 
than  the  time  of  David.  Reader,  ask  yourself :  What  sort  of  divi?i- 
iiy  is  it  that  such  men,  their  admirers  and  followers,  are  qualified  to 
teach?  Certainly  only  that  of  him  who  had  the  first  conversation 
with  the  first  woman  of  earth.  He  said  God  was  not  to  be  believed — 
"  God  doth  know  you  will  not  die." 

Reader,  can  you  not  see  the  steps  one  by  one  of  these  learned  men 
— "  men  who  have  studied  the  languages  of  the  world  so  as  to  be 
able  to  talk  and  read  and  write  their  way  back  to  Noah  and  to 
Adam  ? "  That  starting  from  the  present  date  to  run  backward 
(plain  they,  can  see  better  with  the  back  than  with  the  face,)  toward 
the  beginning  of  the  human  race  so  as  to  find  the  "  origin  "  of  the 
negro,  soon  get  themselves  befogged  in  such  a  manner  as  compels 
them  to  become  infidels  to  God's  Word — that  to  carry  their  points 
they  would  even  make  God  and  our  Savior  liars,  rather  than  admit 
themselves  to  be  in  error.  Did  the  devil  ever  admit  that  he  was  in 
error — that  he  was  wrong  ?  No.  His  children  are  true  to  their 
father.  Colenso,  D.D.,  Bishop  of  Natal,  Samuel  Davidson,  D.D.,  in 
his  "  Text  of  the  Old  Testament  Considered,"  Sir  Charles  Lyell, 
Professor  Agassiz,  of  Cambridge  (Massachusetts)  University,  and  a 
thousand  D.D.s,  et  al.}  all  reach  the  same  conclusion  in  regard  to  the 
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book  of  Genesis.  These  with  thousands  of  others  from  press  and 
pulpit  in  the  United  States  and  Europe,  thus  range  themselves  in 
line  of  battle  against  the  truth  of  God's  Word  under  the  atheistic 
leadership  of  Cuvier,  the  two  Humboldts,  the  two  Champoleons, 
Bunsen,  Muller,  et  al.y  but  hold  on  their  "  pulpits  as  a  good  thing," 
at  least  so  to  them.  This  is  the  way  the  learned  set  out.  We,  on 
the  contrary,  got  into  our  little  canoe,  and  with  none  but  Moses  for 
a  companion,  started  with  the  beginning  of  creation,  tarried  a  while 
in  the  garden  of  Eden,  and  by  the  u  logic  of  Bible  facts  "  held  con- 
verse with  its  inhabitants,  witnessed  by  the  "logic  of  facts"  the 
drama  of  the  temptation  and  fall,  and  then  commenced  floating  down 
the  stream  of  time  first  with  Moses  as  a  companion  and  teacher,  then 
with  succeeding  inspired  men — men  inspired  by  God — as  personal 
travelling  companions,  until  we  reached  the  present  day.  We  pre- 
ferred this  easy  way  of  floating  with  such  companions,  to  rowing  up 
stream  with  "  the  learned."  We  do  not  like  to  do  unnecessary 
work,  and  floating  down  stream  is  so  much  more  agreeable  than  row- 
ing up  it.  The  innumerable  questions  we  had  to  ask  were  only  sur- 
passed in  pleasure  by  the  answers  of  our  inspired  travelling  voyagers. 
Nor  was.  the  intensity  of  our  curiosity  and  pleasure  fated  to  end 
when  we  had  reached  the  present  day,  but  to  our  reverential  inqui- 
ries of  the  Father,  the  dim  future  down  to  the  close  of  the  existence 
of  this  sin- worn  world,  we  were  kindly  placed  upon  the  gate  posts  of 
deserted  Eden,  and  our  spirit  given  strength  to  sweep  adown  the 
gulf  of  time  and  through  the  light  of  God's  revelation  His  sacred 
Word,  and  saw  the  last  of  "  human  mould,"  as  Adam  saw  its  prime. 

In  this  voyage,  commenced  with  Moses  and  ending  with  John  the 
Divine* we  at  first  starting  took  the  Hebrew  as  spoken  and  under- 
stood by  the  antediluvians,  with  the  meaning  belonging  to  the 
words  before  the  flood,  then  next  as  spoken  by  the  postdiluvians  to 
the  close  of  Judges,  and  the  beginning  of  Jewish  monarchy ;  then 
to  Malachi  and  the  advent  of  Messiah,  as  spoken  by  the  prophets. 
In  pursuing  this  line  we  allowed  no  meaning  to  be  attached  to  the 
wrord  that  did  not  then,  at  the  time  it  was  spoken,  belong  to  it ;  nor 
any  meaning  that  contradicted  God's  Word  or  came  in  contraven- 
tion of  any  truth  or  commandment  of  God,  or  of  any  moral  law  of 
God,  or  that  contradicted  any  truth  in  the  world  ;  assured,  positively 
assured,  that  all  truth  is  of  God  and  leads  to  God,  and  that  all  false- 
hood is  of  the  devil  and  leads  to  the  devil.  Guided,  controlled  and 
directed  by  these  plain  and  simple  rules,  and  the  logic  of  facts,  in 
ascertaining  the  meaning  of  words,  and  giving  the  language  used  a 
literal  meaning  and  construction  just  as  we  do  our  own  speech,  we  had 
no  difficulty  in  understanding  God.  The  advantage  of  this  course 
will  be  palpably  seen  by  the  reader  in  the  new  work,  "  The  White 
Man,"  and  as  we  advance  in  this.  To  make  an  unlearned  reader 
comprehend  exactly  what  w7e  mean  w7e  remark :  There  were  words 
spoken  before  the  fall  of  man,  at  his  fall,  since  his  fall,  down  to  the 
flood.  Now  take  up  any  of  our  modern  Hebrew  lexicons,  Gesenius' 
for  example,  and  he  will  find  much  of  the  meaning  which  he  gives 
to  many  of  those  words  is  of  Latin  and  Greek  origin,  when  it  is  a 
fact  well  known  that  neither  of  these  languages  had  any  existence  on  earth 
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for  more  than  thirty  centuries  after  the  events  of  the  garden,  and  covld 
not  possibly  have  furnished  any  part  of  their  meaning  when  first  used. 
This  is  so  plain  that  the  man  who  can  not  see  it  is  simply  blind 
morally.    We  now  return  to  the  negro. 

Of  the  four  Hebrew  words  referred  to,  adhom,  ish,  enosh  and  ansheyf 
only  the  first  was  bestowed  by  God,  ha  adhom,  the  others  by  Adam. 
Why  so  ?  Everything  named  by  God  was  under  law  to  God,  and  to 
be  alone  governed  by  Him.  For  example,  God  called  the  dark* ess, 
night,  the  light  day,  the  dry  land  earth,  the  waters  sea,  sun,  moon, 
etc.,  all  under  law  to  God — adhom  man,  likewise  under  law  to  God  ; 
all  else  named  by  Adam,  was  under  law  of  obedience  to  him,  as 
Adam  was  under  obedience  to  God.  And  why  four  words,  if  they 
all  represented  or  meant  one  and  the  same  thing,  being  or  idea  ? 
Why  four  words  to  do  it  in,  and  all  of  them  brought  into  use  at  the 
same  time  ?  Does  not  common  sense  teach  us  if  only  one  thing, 
person  or  being  was  intended,  that  but  one  word  would  have  been 
used  ?  Surely.  But  here  are  four  words ;  they  have  different 
meanings  and  represent  things  totally  differing  from  each  other  ;  and 
yet  they  are  all  translated  into  the  English  of  our  Bible  by  but  one 
word  only,  man.  But  how  does  it  happen  that  God  bestowed  one  of 
these  names  and  Adam  the  others  ?  one  brought  obedience  to  God, 
the  others  obedience  to  man.  Is  th£  meaning  of  the  one  bestowed 
by  God  the  same  as  that  of  the  others?  No.'  Is  the  meaning  of 
those  bestowed  by  Adam  all  one  and  the  same  ?  No.  Do  they  even 
represent  one  and  the  same  being  or  thing  ?  No.  Then,  reader,  in 
the  name  of  common  honesty  and  common  sense,  how  is  it  they  are 
all  translated  by  one  word  ?  Not  to  put  too  fine  a  point  on  it,  we 
ask  is  not  the  devil's  finger  plainly  seen  in  this  ?  The  last  three 
representing  him  and  his  progeny,  the  other  representing  the  Son  of 
God,  but  by  some  devilish  hocus  pocus  he  has  them  all  of  one  origin, 
and  all  translated  by  one  and  the  same  word  ;  the  one  representing 
the  son  of  God,  the  others  the  devil  and  his  imps.  Again  we  ask, 
why  translate  them  all  by  one  word,  "  man  ?  "  Bread  is  made  of 
corn,  and  these  two  beings  are  made  one  from  earth,  ish  from 
adhamah,  and  adhom  from  gnapher,  and  the  other  two,  enosh  and 
anshey,  from  and  by  the  white  man's  abominable  and  hellish  inter- 
course with  a  beast.  But  what  we  wished  to  put  before  our  readers 
is  this :  Bread  is  made  from  corn,  and  so  is  whisky,  like  these  from 
the  "  ground ;  "  but  who  would  not  know  that  translation  to  be 
wrong  that  would  put  the  word  "  whisky  "  in  the  Lord's  prayer 
where  the  word  " bread"  is  now  found  ?  And  there  is  just  as  wide 
a  difference  in  the  meaning  or  designations  of  these  four  words  as 
there  is  between  bread  and  whisky  or  between  Adam  and  beast.  The 
Hebrew  words,  adhom,  ha  adhom,  "  Adam,"  "  the  Adam,"  in  our 
Bible  were  names  bestowed  by  God,  and  represent+the  white  man  ; 
and  the  Hebrew  word  ish  was  bestowed  by  Adam,  and  represents  the 
negro ;  the  Hebrew  word  enosh  was  likewise  bestowed  by  Adam,  and 
represents  the  mulatto,  the  first  cross  between  the  whites  and  blacks; 
and  the  Hebrew  word  anshey  was  also  bestowed  by  Adam,  and  repre- 
sents the  further  cross  between  the  white  man  and  the  mulatto,  and 
both  have  the  same  meaning — incurably  afflicted  and  beyond  a 
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resurrection  hereafter.  These  names  are  never  confounded  in  God's 
Word  together. 

Well,  reader,  is  it  not  right  and  proper  that  we  should  have  words 
to  designate  all  these  beings  by  ?  We  have  them  now  and  if  "our" 
learned  mer  can  be  believed  we  have  had  them  from  the  beginning. 
And  if  not  created  in  the  beginning,  but  after  the  flood,  then  it  fol- 
lows that  God  created  or  produced  by  His  divine  power,  and  it  is  imma- 
terial by  which,  whether  it  was  by  creation  or  by  his  miraculous  power, 
the  result  is  necessarily  the  same,  and  consequently  if  this  is  true, 
that  then  God  did  create  or  produce,  as  we  said  by  His  divine  power  a 
corrupt,  sinful,  lying  rascal — a  demon ;  and  those  who  adopt  the  idea 
that  the  negro  was  created  or  produced  in  the  family  of  Ham, 
directly  contradict  God  "  that  thus  the  heavens  and  the  earth  were 
finished,  and  all  the  hosts  of  them,"  and  that  as  all  things  made 
by  Him  in  the  beginning  were  "good,  very  good,"  a  species  of 
brazen  impudence  originally,  and  first  done  on  earth  and  the  exam- 
ple set  by  the  tempter  Satan,  that  old  serpent  the  devil,  and  now 
followed  by  his  admirers  and  angels.  If  on  the  other  hand  "  our 
learned "  should  say  that  the  mulattoes  were  created  "  from  the 
beginning,"  then  they  contradict  plain  common  sense  and  every 
day's  experience  that  they  are  the  product  of  whites  and  blacks, 
and  that  they  thus  came  into  existence  "  all  nature  cries  aloud  "  and 
sight  and  experience  prove.  The  Chinese  and  Japanese  are  the 
third  cross,  the  latter  with  one  set  bach  in  color  from  the  negro,  which 
imparts  the  "olive  tint"  to  them ;  all  of  which  we  will  see  presently 
declared  and  set  forth  in  God's  Word. 

We  beg  leave  to  call  the  attention  of  our  readers  to  one  notable 
fact,  which  is  this :  In  all  editions  of  the  Bible  printed  in  England, 
and  so  also  in  our  large  American  family  Bibles,  that  wherever  they 
find  the  word  children  printed  in  italics  they  may  know  at  once  that 
the  word  "  children"  is  not  in  the  original  Hebrew,  but  is  an  addition 
put  there  by  our  translators,  and  in  every  instance  refers  to  this  cross 
breed  progeny.  God  would  not  alloxo  His  divine  writers  to  call  them 
"children"  any  more  than  the  product  of  a  camel,  ass,  or  horse  is 
called  "children;"  that  word  God  appropriates  alone  to  the  off- 
spring of  Adam  and  Eve-  In  a  work  like  this  we  can,  for  lack  of 
space,  only  set  up  a  few  "finger  posts"  to  point  the  candid,  honest 
reader  the  way.    We  set  up  one  now. 

The  reader  will  turn  to  Genesis  vi :  4,  where  he  will  find  the  added 
word  "children"  in  italics,  and  where  it  is  the  "offspring"  of  this 
amalgamation.  But  another  fact  we  would  impress  deeply  on  the 
minds  of  our  readers  :  that  these  four  Hebrew  terms  are  never  con- 
founded together  in  the  sacred  Word  of  God  in  the  Old  Testament 
except  where  by  a  mistake  of  the  amanuensis  in  copying  the  manu- 
script ;  except  when  such  accident  occurs,  these  words  are  never  con- 
founded as  the  equivalents  of  each  other.  The  divine  writers  orig- 
inally never  did  so.  The  original  copy  as  written  by  Moses,  has  been 
lost  long  since,  and  now  we  have  only  copies  of  his  work,  which,  like 
all  of  maris  work,  is  more  or  less  imperfect,  and  the  manuscript  from 
which  our  translation  is  professedly  made  is  no  exception.  In  our 
other  work,  "  The  White  Man,"  many  of  these  mistakes  and  errors 
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will  not  only  be  pointed  out,  but  the  reader  will  be  satisfied  they  can 
all  be  corrected  and  leave  not  a  shadow  of  doubt  of  what  the  true  orig- 
inal reading  was  and  without  a  single  exception  from  cover  to  cover  of 
the  Bible.  The  white  man,  ha  adhom,  and  the  black  "man,"  ish, 
God  did  create  and  put  here  on  this  earth,  but  the  mulatto  never. 
Just  here,  reader,  let  us  put  before  your  mind  a  most  curious  and 
most  singular  fact  or  accident,  if  accident  it  can  be  called,  but  a  fact 
nevertheless :  that  in  all  languages,  from  that  of  .the  garden  of  Eden 
down  to  the  present,  that  whenever  the  progeny  of  the  white  and 
black  springing  from  amalgamation  is  mentioned,  it  is  by  a  word 
that  means  in  that  language  precisely  what  we  mean  in  English 
when  we  say  mule.  Our  own  term,  mulatto,  is  from  the  Latin  mulas, 
a  mule.  Reader,  is  this  accidental,  dating  back  as  it  does  to  Adam's 
lifetime  on  earth  ?  If  accidental,  it  is  a  most  strange  accident,  and 
repeated  every  century  from  the  fall  of  Adam,  and  the  parties  most 
interested  in  correcting  it,  seeing  it  thus  repeated  the  thousands  and 
millions  of  times  should  never  have  even  attempted  its  correction  if 
false.  A  clear  admission  by  them  dating  from  immediately  after  the 
murder  of  Abel  and  running  now  nearly  six  thousand  years,  and 
being  repeated  in  all  languages  wherever  a  mulatto  was  found.  But  it 
is  no  accident ;  God  ordered  it  so,  man  can  not  reverse  it.  Then,  as 
"  God  never  created  the  mulatto,"  and  as  he  is  certainly  here  on  the 
earth,  three  questions  arise :  Who  put  him  here?  When  was  he  put 
here?  And  as  he  was  not  created  by  God,  who  endowed  him  with  a 
" soull "  We  use  the  word  "soul"  here  in  its  common  and  received 
acceptation  by  the  "learned  clergy,"  although  we  know  it  is  wrong. 
In  "The  White  Man,']  what  God  calls  "soul,''  "a  soul,"  "the 
soul,"  will  be  made  plain,  as  well  as  that  by  which  God  connects 
Adam  and  his  pure  posterity  with  a  life  beyond  the  grave.  This 
latter  is  the  idea  now  associated  with  the  word  "  soul "  by  all  Roman 
Catholics  and  all  Protestants,  and  it  is  in  this  sense  that  we  now  use 
the  word  "  soul,"  although  it  is  not  the  meaning  which  God  put 
upon  that  word  in  the  Hebrew  of  the  Old  Testament.  We  now 
take  up  the  question, 

WHENCE  THE  MULATTO  —  ENOSHf 

In  settling  this  question,  we  will  also  settle  that  of  its  congenitor 
the  negro,  Ish,  the  black  "man"  and  its  further  extension,  Anshey, 
the  cross  of  the  whites  with  mulattoes,  and  that  all  mulattoes  become 
extinct,  as  a  mule,  in  the  fifth  consecutive  cross  by  the  whites. 

To  have  definite  ideas  before  the  minds  of  our  readers,  we  will 
here  remark  that  the  sequel  of  this  investigation  will  unfold  the 
following  facts :  1.  That  the  Canaanites  of  Palestine  mentioned  in 
the  Bible,  are  the  crosses  of  the  whites  and  the  negro.  2.  That  "  the 
Canaanites  spread  abroad"  are  the  aboriginal  inhabitants  of  ail 
countries,  and  are  our  "  Indians,"  and  constitute  the  second  cross, 
and  sent  by  God  on  earth  to  hold  it  from  the  "  wild  beasts  "  lest  it 
go  to  waste  by  wild  animals,  and  until  the  time  should  arrive  for  the 
white  men,  God's  children,  to  come  and  possess  the  land.  When 
this  time  arrives,  no  effort  of  man,  the  white  man,  nor  all  the  laws, 
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philanthropic  and  christian,  that  man  can  make,  or  anything  that 
man  can  do,  can  prevent  their  extermination  and  melting  away  like 
snow  before  the  sun  on  the  advent  of  the  whites,  for  it  is  God's  decree 
that  it  should  be  so,  and  man  cannot  thwart  it  There  may  have  been 
an  occasional  further  cross  of  these  with  the  Chinese  and  Japanese 
(who  are  the  next  and  third  cross,  and  which  accounts  for  a  different 
hue  or  sKade  in  color  to  be  found  in  certain  localities  on  the  earth's 
surface).  3.  That  the  Chinese  and  Japanese,  the  latter  having  one 
set-back  as  to  color  from  the  negro,  which  gives  them  the  olive  hue, 
and  the  third  cross,  a  negro  having  taken  to  "  wife  "  one  of  the  fourth 
cross,  which  threw  the  Japanese  back  with  the  Chinese  to  the  third. 
This  explanation  will  serve  to  account  for  all  other  shades  of  color 
to  be  found  on  earth  of  mixed  breeds.  We  now  turn  to  the  Bible 
for  our  proof. 

Header,  we  had  like  to  have  commenced  by  saying,  that  it  could 
not  have  escaped  the  attention  of  intelligent  readers  of  God's  Word 
the  singular  curiosity,  or  rather  curiosities,  to  be  found  in  the  gene- 
alogy of  Cain's  family  as  it  stands  translated  in  our  Bibles,  but  wTe 
have  learned  to  be  astonished  at  nothing  among  men  about  the 
Bible.  Eeader,  remember,  as  in  the  order  of  all  of  God's  Word,  the 
"  dark,"  the  "  black,"  always  precedes  the  "light,"  the  "white;" 
and  this,  the  first  genealogy,  precedes  that  of  Adam — it  is  that  of 
the  "  dark,"  Adam's  of  the  white.  But  we  can  make  our  readers 
comprehend  the  difference  and  singularity  in  Cain's  "  genealogy  " 
better  by  contrasting  the  points  with  that  of  Adam's.  "  Jabel,  he 
was  the  father  " — of  what?  Of  such  and  such  sons  or  daughters? 
No  ;  but  he  was  the  father  "of  such  as  dwell  in  tents,  and  such  as 
have  cattle."  You  can  make  hunters,  cattle  tenders  and  shepherds 
of  them.  The  next  was  Jubal :  "  He  was  the  father  " — of  such  and 
such  sons  and  daughters?  No;  but  was  the  father  "of  all  such  as 
handle  the  harp  and  organ."  You  can  make  musicians  of  them. 
"  Tubal  Cain,  an  instructor  (father)  of  every  artificer  in  brass  and 
iron."  You  can  make  mechanics  of  them.  This  is  all  the  good  you 
can  get  out  of  them,  when  they  are  kept  in  their  proper  place,  as 
God  lias  told  us.  But,  reader,  who  believes  God  now-a-days,  when 
we  have  such  smart  men  who  aver  in  the  Senate  "  that  had  they 
been  of  God's  privy  council  in  the  beginning,  they  could  have 
instructed  Him  better,"  and  such  learned  "clergy  "  to  instruct  us  so 
much  better  (?)  than  our  Almighty  Father.  But  we  have  seen  some 
of  Cain's  genealogy,  now  let  us  look  at  that  of  Adam's :  "  And  Adam 
lived  an  hundred  and  thirty  years,  and  begat  a  son  in  his  oivn  likeness 
and  after  his  image,  and  called  his  name  Seth.  And  the  days  of 
Adam,  after  he  had  begotten  Seth,  were  eight  hundred  years :  and 
he  begat  sons  and  daughters. "  God  created  Adam  "  in  His  own 
image,  and  after  his  own  likeness,"  and  told  him  to  multiply  and  fill 
the  earth  ;  and  accordingly  we  have  in  this  account  that  Adam  was  a 
son  in  God's  own  image  and  after  His  own  likeness — personally,  for 
St.  Paul  says  of  our  Savior,  that  He  was  the  express  image  of  GodJs 
person.  Cain  and  Abel  are  both  omitted — the  one  because  he  was 
murdered  before  he  had  children,  and  the  other  because  he  was  a 
murderer,  and  a  murderer  "hath  no  eternal  life  abiding  in  him." 
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Now,  reader,  why  this  difference  in  genealogy  if  both  families  were 
the  children  of  God  t  Should  not  this  strange  *  genealogy "  have 
awakened  some  attention,  some  curiosity  in  our  "  learned  clergy"  as 
to  the  why  of  it  ?  This  account  was  written  by  immediate  inspira- 
tion of  God.  If  God's  Spirit  made  the  distinction,  and  none  doubt 
that  who  pretend  to  believe  the  Bible,  then  there  was  an  object  to  be 
accomplished  by  it,  for  St.  Paul  plainly  tells  us  "  that  what  was 
written  aforetime  was  written  for  our  instruction."  But  will  we  be 
instructed  by  God,  or  will  we  not  rather  be  "  instructed "  by  the 
devil  and  his  angels  in  preference?  If  the  world's  history  for  the 
past  one  thousand  eight  hundred  years  is  appealed  to  to  decide  this 
question  it  would  give  but  one  answer,  and  the  race  is  not  inclined 
for  amendment  yet.  Reader,  can  we  understand  the  why  of  this 
peculiar  "genealogy  f "  Let  us  try.  In  the  interview  between  the 
Lord  and  Cain  after  the  murder  of  Abel,  the  Lord  said  :  "  What  hast 
thou  done  ?  The  voice  of  thy  brother's  blood  crieth  unto  me  from 
the  ground.  And  now  thou  art  cursed  from  the  earth,  which  hath 
opened  her  mouth  to  receive  thy  brother's  blood  from  thy  hand ; 
when  thou  tillest  the  ground  it  shall  not  henceforth  yield  unto  thee 
her  strength  ;  a  fugitive  and  a  vagabond  shalt  thou  be  in  the  earth." 
Reader,  look  at  the  " words"  fugitive  and  vagabond.  A  fugitive 
from  whom  ?  A  vagabond  in  what  sense  ?  Being  alone  ?  Adam 
was  so  ;  was  he  a  vagabond?  Certainly  not ;  but  Cain  was  a  vaga- 
bond, even  after  he  married.  What  then  is  meant  by  being  "  a  fugi- 
tive and  a  vagabond  ?  "  We  will  see  presently.  "Cain  said  unto 
the  Lord,  my  punishment  is  greater  than  I  can  bear.  Behold  Thou 
hast  driven  me  out  this  day  from  the  face  of  the  earth,  and  from  thy 
face  shall  I  be  hid,  and  I  shall  be  a  fugitive  and  a  vagabond  in  the 
earth,  and  it  shall  come  to  pass  that  every  one  that  findeth  me  shall 
slay  me."  A  few  words  about  this  translation  by  the  "learned 
clergy."  Notice  the  words  we  have  italicised :  driven  me  out  this 
day  from  the  face  of  the  earth — and  I  shall  be  a  fugitive  and  vagabond 
in  the  earth.  How  can  this  latter  be  true,  if  the  former  is  true  ? 
"  Hid  from  Thy  face,"  and  yet  he  went  and  dwelt  in  the  land  of 
Nod.  Was  the  land  of  No'd  not  on  this  earth  ?  If  it  was,  then  how 
could  he  have  been  driven  out  from  the  face  of  the  earth  f  And  if 
not  on  this  earth,  then  where  is  that  place  that  the  eye  of  God,  the 
face  of  God  could  not  behold  him  ?  Flying  to  the  uttermost  parts 
of  the  world,  making  his  bed  in  hell,  or  his  abode  in  heaven,  the 
Psalmist  says,  "  behold  thou  out  there."  Reader,  we  put  this  thus 
strongly  before  you  to  make  you  think  what  a  treasure  lies  hid  in 
God's  Word.  As  the  "  learned  clergy "  can  never  be  induced  to 
think  outside  their  old  horse  mill  track,  and,  as  a  body,  they  ate 
wholly  doomed,  with  perhaps  an  exception  now  and  then,  in  every 
few  centuries.  Reader,  should  not  and  would  not  such  plain  ques- 
tions have  aroused  sufficient  attention  to  examine  why  such  palpable 
contradictions  in  God's  Word  had  been  perpetrated,  and  allowed  to 
stand  so  for  centuries?  God  said  he  should  be  a  fugitive  and  vaga- 
bond in  the  earth,  and  it  is  averred  that  "  Thou  hast  this  day  driven 
me  out  from  the  face  of  the  earth,  and  from  Thy  face  shall  I  be  hid." 
Reader,  do  you  suppose  that  Divine  inspiration  ever  contradicted 
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itself  in  such  a  manner?  If  so,  what  instruction  could  the  things 
"written  aforetime"  convey  either  to  you  or  me,  or  St.  Paul,  who 
avers  that  such  were  the  purposes,  why  they  were  written  f  Now, 
reader,  let  us  see  if  we  can  understand  this.  We  are  aware  that 
nearly  all  our  readers  have  no  knowledge  of  the  Hebrew  language, 
and  how  can  we  satisfy  you  that  our  translation  is  both  proper  and 
correct?  We  can  certainly  do  this  much:  our  translation  shall  not 
contradict  any  portion  of  God's  Word,  past,  present  or  future,  or  any 
of  God's  moral  laws,  or  laws  of  any  kind  made  by  God.  It  shall  be 
borne  out  by  the  irresistible  "logic  of  facts"  then  existing,  while 
the  present  received  translation  a  contradictory  of  all.  Xay,  we  will 
go  one  step  farther:  it  shall  be  in  perfect  accordance  with  your 
common  sense  idea  of  what  the  divine  mind  intended  when  this 
record  was  made.  Thus :  "  Behold  Thou  has  driven  me  out  this  day 
from  my  father's  family  (or  from  the  face  of  my  father),  and  from 
Thy  face  shall  I  be  hid."  Why  hid  from  the  face  of  God?  Because 
every  "  being  cursed  of  God  is  damned,  and  no  murderer  hath 
eternal  life  abiding  in  him"  "And  Cain  went  out  from  the  presence 
of  the  Lord,  and  dwelt  in  the  land  of  Nod  (miserable  translation)  in 
the  east  of  Eden."  It  should  be,  dwelt  in  the  land  of  vagabonds. 
Adam  went  westward.  How  strange  that  this  should  be  the  origin 
of  the  phrase  from  immemorial  time,  that  "Westward  the  tide  of 
Empire  wends  its  wav,"  yet  here  is  its  origin  in  the  matter  now  before 
us  in  A.  M.  129. 

But  Cain  was  apprehensive  "  that  every  one  that  findeth  me  shall 
slay  me."  This  fear  God  regarded  as  well  founded ,  for  He  says, 
without  disputing  its  correctness,  "  Therefore  whosoever  slayeth  Cain, 
vengeance  shall  be  taken  on  him  seven  fold ; "  and  as  though  this 
was  not  enough  to  protect  him,  He  adds:  "And  the  Lord  set  a  mark 
upon  Cain,  lest  any  finding  him  should  kill  him."  Who  was  there 
then  on  earth  to  kill  Cain  ?  He  was  driven  out  from  his  father's 
family  and  from  God.  He  went  eastward  of  Eden,  while  his  father 
went  westward — and  there  was  not  another  man  of  Adam's  race  on 
the  earth  ;  who  then  was  Cain  afraid  of?  Whom  had  he  to  dread  ? 
Yet  it  is  not  only  palpable  that  he  was  thus  afraid  of  being  killed, 
but  that  God  recognized  the  justness  of  these  fears,  and  proceeded  to 
protect  him  from  the  violence  of  others.  Who  was  there  then  on 
earth  that  should  kill  him?  None  but  the  tempter,  the  negro,  and 
he  but  too  well  remembered  what  God  had  said  to  him,  "  I  will  put 
enmity  between  thee  and  the  woman,  and  between  thy  seed  and  her 
seed,"  and  it  was  these  he  feared  would  kill  him.  The  threat  of 
sevenfold  vengeance  would  be  some  protection,  but  who  was  to  tell 
the  negro  of  it  ?  But  the  Lord  did  not  stop  with  this  sevenfold 
vengeance,  but  set  a  mark  upon  him  before  he  went  into  the  "land 
of  Xod,"  or  as  it  should  be,  "into  the  land  of  vagabonds" — himself 
a  vagabond  and  fugitive — he  went  eastward  of  Eden  to  join  the 
"vagabonds,"  made  "vagabonds"  before  he  murdered  his  brother 
Abel,  the  negro,  the  tempter,  and  who  were  alone  the  "  vagabonds" 
and  had  no  eternal  life.  His  case  could  not  be  worsted  by  consorting 
now  with  devils.  He  had  no  eternal  life,  and  they  had  no  eternal 
life.    Such  consorting  was  on  the  score  of  perfect  "  equality  before 
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the  law."  But,  reader,  what  was  the  "  mark  "  put  on  him  by  the 
Lord  that  should  thus  protect  him  from  death  at  the  hands  of  the 
blacks?  The  word  in  Hebrew  is  Oth.  Much  has  been  said  in  the 
learned  world  by  "  learned  men,"  but  to  no  end  in  solving  what  the 
"mark"  was,  but  only  making  darkness  still  blacker,  when  a  little 
common  sense,  used  with  the  word,  would  have  settled  long  ago  that 
about  which  not  even  a  doubt  can  or  should  exist.  Many  critics 
(God  save  us  from  falsehood)  aver  that  God  had  "proclamation 
made,"  as  the  mark,  from  the  meaning  of  the  word,  "a  proclaiming 
mark."  But  who  was  to  make  such  a  proclamation  ?  Had  printing 
then  been  known,  there  are  thousands,  doubtless,  who  would  swear 
that  the  Lord  had  "  handbills  printed  and  stuck  up"  everywhere, 
but  fortunately  for  their  "  veracity  and  learning,"  printing  was  then 
unknown.  Beader,  we  admit  the  meaning  of  the  word  Oth  to  be  a 
proclaiming  mark,  but  what  in  common  sense  is  a  proclaiming  mark? 
How  simple,  how  plain  to  common  sense.  Beader,  you  are  standing 
on  an  eminence  alone,  and  to  the  east  of  you,  but  miles  away,  you 
see  a  black  house,  to  the  right  of  you,  but  far  off,  is  a  yellow  house, 
and  to  the  west  of  you,  but  afar  off,  you  see  a  "  white  house  ;  "  but 
you  are  by  yourself,  and  these  houses  are  distant  from  you,  how  do 
you  then  know  that  one  is  black,  one  yellow,  and  one  white?  You 
respond  that  the  "  color"  was  the  mark  that  proclaimed  them  to  you 
through  the  distance.  All  this  is  plain  and  easy.  Now  apply  it. 
Cain  had  lost  his  hold  on  "eternal  life"  when  he  murdered  his 
brother.  His  condition  then  was  as  bad  as  that  of  the  tempter  or 
any  of  his  progeny  in  this  respect.  Besides,  had  he  not  been 
"  driven  out  from  his  father's  family "  on  that  day,  his  marriage 
might  have  been  with  one  of  his  own  race,  whose  hold  on  .eternal 
life  had  not  then,  like  his  own,  been  broken,  but  by  his  being  driven 
that  day  away  from  his  father's  family,  and  his  future  associates  like 
himself  without  eternal  life,  left  nothing  to  either  doubt  or  fear  on 
that  account.'  What  mark  then  did  God  set  upon  Cain  ?  Beader, 
ask  yourself  what  mark  could  have  protected  him  ?  The  common 
sense  answer  is,  nothing  but  being  black.  God  simply  blacked  his 
skin  like  the  vagabonds  whom  God  had  previously  cursed,  and  put 
enmity  between  him  and  the  woman.  This  "  mark  "  proclaimed,  as 
far  as  a  negro's  eyes  could  see,  that  the  approaching  "man"  and 
brother  was  "  black"  like  themselves,  and  therefore  no  enmity  could 
be  excited.  They  received  Cain  as  such,  and  gave  him  a  "  wife,"  a 
female  beast.  "  But  when  (we  quote  our  Bible)  she  bare  Enoch  (it 
is  not  said  a  son  in  his  own  likeness  and  image — why  not?),  he 
(Cain)  builded  a  city,  and  called  the  name  of  his  city  after  the  name 
of  his  son  Enoch."  We  ask,  can  the  stupidity  of  ignorance  made 
drunk  make  a  greater  blunder  in  translation  ?  Will  common  sense 
never  be  permitted  by  "learned  men"  to  have  any  power  in  guiding 
their  minds  in  regard  to  the  Bible?  Built  a  city!  And  pray  for 
whom?  A  c-i-t-y,  for  one  man.  "  wife"  and  "child"  only.  Why 
Adam  had  at  one  time,  before  Cain  slew  Abel,  a  larger  family.  Was 
his  place  of  abode  called  a  city  f  No.  Then  why  call  Cain's  abode, 
with  less  inhabitants,  a  city  f  What  is  there  in  the  narrative  that 
should  "  dignify  his  huV  with  the  name  of  city,  any  more  than  his 
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wife's  father's  family  f  They  had  as  many  in  family,  as  many  inhabi- 
tants, as  Cain's  city.  Then  why  call  Cain's  "hut"  a  city,  any  more 
than  the  "hut"  of  his  father-in-law,  or  the  abode  of  his  own  father 
with  more  inhabitants  in  it?  Reader,  can  you  not  see  (whether  you 
know  or  not  a  single  letter  in  the  Hebrew)  that  there  is  some  mistake, 
some  error  in  such  a  translation  ?  Surely  any  person  can  see  it  who 
will  think.  Some  twenty-five  or  twenty-seven  centuries  after  the 
events  transpired  narrated  in  the  text,  the  word  here  translated 
"  city,"  was  applied  to  "walled"  cities,  and  in  this  case  should  have 
been  translated  " a  defence,"  "a  redoubt,"  " a  fort;"  either  would 
have  covered  the  idea,  for  it  is  the  wall,  and  not  the  houses  and 
inhabitants  that  made  the  "  city."  For  on  the  birth  of  his  son 
Enoch  (?)  the  negroes  saw  at  once  that  they  had  been  imposed  on 
by  Cain,  for  the  boy  was  not  a  negro,  black  like  their  own  offspring 
invariably  had  been  and  yet  were,  but  was  a  mulatto,  and  the  enmity 
which  God  had  put  between  the  blacks  and  whites  at  once  revived, 
and  they  sought  Cain's  destruction.  To  protect  himself,  he  "  fortified 
his  camp,"  "  his  abode,"  from  his  enemies,  the  blacks.  And  Cain's 
son  was  the  first  mulatto  born  on  earth,  and  its  name  is  not  Enoch, 
but  Enosh.  In  Hebrew  a  wide  difference,  Enoch  being  "one  conse- 
crated and  dedicated  to  God,"  while  Enosh  is  "  one  incurably 
afflicted,"  "  beyond  the  power  of  resurrection."  We  admit  that  the 
MS.  from  which  our  English  translation  is  made  has  it  Enoch,  and 
some  few  others,  but  the  older  MSS.  and  versions  have  it  Enosh, 
and  the  "logic  of  facts"  prove  it  was  Enosh  originally.  It  is  well 
known  that  the  MSS.  (of  the  Hebrew)  from  which  our  Bible  is 
translated  are  not  the  oldest  that  are  in  existence,  but  being  the 
recognized  copies  of  the  Jews,  were  accepted  by  King  James'  trans- 
lators. In  our  other  work,  "The  White  Man,"  the  value  of  their 
manuscripts,  and  the  Septuagint  and  Latin  Vulgate,  as  versions,  will 
be  fully  settled,  and  as  to  the  value  of  the  two  last,  they  will  be 
shown  grossly  defective.  But  this  does  not  belong  to  the  question 
now  before  us,  and  therefore  it  will  not  be  examined  here.  But, 
reader,  there  are  some  very  peculiar  singularities  or  curiosities  in 
the  Bible  narrative  of  Cain,  his  marriage  and  genealogy,  which  if 
ever  seen  by  "  our  learned  clergy,"  they  have  never  condescended  to 
notice,  or  explain  for  others.  And  as  they  say  that  we  "  are  not 
learned,"  and  as  we  "know"  we  are  no  "clergyman,"  or  ever  was, 
but  a  plain  man  of  some  common  sense,  and  as  to  "learning,"  our 
readers  can  judge  as  well  as  others  for  themselves,  we  will  call  their 
attention  to  some  of  them  at  least. 

Before  Cain  had  committed  the  murder  of  our  brother  Abel,  the 
Lord  saw  proper  to  address  to  him  one  of  the  most  beautiful 
speeches  that  can  be  found  in  human  language — but  not,  however, 
as  it  is  found  translated  in  our  Bibles  in  Gen.  iv:  6-7.  Ariel  is 
abused  for  not  knowing  anything  of  grammar,  languages  or  history ; 
but  in  their  translation  of  these  two  verses,  the  learned"  present 
the  Almighty  as  incapable  of  speaking  either  "  grammar"  or  "com- 
mon sense."  Look,  reader,  for  yourself  at  the  language  of  the 
seventh  verse.  We  will  translate  it  as  the  Hebrew  ideas  contained 
in  it  require:  "  Why  art  thou  wroth?  and  why  is  thy  countenance 
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fallen?  if  thou  doest  well,  thou  shalt  be  accepted;  and  if  thou 
doest  not  well,  behold,  for  thee  a  sin  offering  lieth  at  the  door.  For 
sin  will  strive  to  have  dominion  over  thee,  but  thou  canst  rule  over 
it."  Yet  notwithstanding  this  beautiful,  kind  and  most  be- 
nevolent appeal  of  the  Lord,  Cain  slew  his  brother.  In  addition 
to  the  peculiarities  enumerated  on  a  former  page  and  what  have  just 
been  stated,  allow  us  to  add  the  following:  It  will  be  remembered 
that  darkness,  blackness,  preceded  the  light,  the  white — and  now  the 
genealogy  of  the  mired  race  first,  and  terminating,  becoming  extinct 
in  the  fifth  cross  in  Lamech.  With  these  preliminary  statements,  we 
now  acid  (1)  the  parallelism  in  the  names  in  Cain's  family  genealogy 
and  those  of  Adam,  as  follows:  Of  Cain's  family,  Enosh  (Enoch), 
Irad,  Mehujael,  Methusael,  Lamech.  Of  Adam's  family  the  paral- 
lel commences  with  Cainan,  Mahallaleel,  Jared,  Enoch,  Methuselah, 
Lamech.  From  Cainan,  in  Adam's  family,  where  the  parallelism  of 
Cain  begins,  the  same  number  of  generations  and  resemblance  in 
names.  This  furnishes  a  clue  to  the  time  when  the  first  mulatto  was 
born  on  earth.  The  world  was  395  years  old  when  Cainan,  of 
Adam's  family,  was  born,  and  who  is  the  antipode  of  Cain,  Adam's 
first  born,  who  had  preceded  him,  making  the  inference  assume 
some  plausibility  that  the  first  mulatto  was  born  A.  M.  325,  or 
about  ninety  years  after  the  negroes  M  began  to  profane  the  Lord  by 
calling  upon  His  name  ;"  and  which  took  place  when  Seth's  first  son 
was  born.  This  fixes  the  time  with  some  plausibilities  of  accuracy 
when  the  first  mulatto  appeared  on  earth.  We  shall  have  some  use  for 
this  by  and  by.  But  will  remark  now,  that  when  all  things  were 
created  at  first,  God  pronounced  them  "good,  very  good,"  and 
whether  the  mulatto  was  first  on  earth  at  the  time  we  now  say,  A. 
M.  325,  or  came  from  Ham  after  the  flood,  it  is  nevertheless  plain 
that  God  never  pronounced  him  "  good."  And  this  objection  is 
equally  as  fatal  to  each  one  of  the  theories  laid  down  for  the  intro- 
duction of  either  the  negro  or  the  mulatto  as  being  produced 
through  Ham  or  either  of  his  sons.  For  in  any  case,  as  supposed 
by  the  learned,  the  production  of  the  negro  or  mulatto,  through  Ham 
or  his  family,  must  havfe  been  miracidous.  And  as  no  being  could 
perform  a  miracle  but  God ;  and  if  they  were  thus  produced,  and 
then  produced,  that  they  were  not  only  vile,  corrupt  and  sinful,  but 
it  must  also  be  plain  to  every  mind  God  could  not  have  pronounced 
either  the  negro  or  mulatto  ugood."  And  we  know'GW  could  not 
produce  such  vile,  corrupt  and  sinful  beings,  nor  would  He  do  it.  And 
if,  then,  produced  by  the  interposition  of  God's  power,  that  it  ine- 
vitably follows  that  neither  can  be  the  descendant  of  Adam  and  Ere, 
both  of  whom  are  known  to  be  white;  and  the  Bible  plainly 
teaches  us  that  they  produced  their  our  kind,  their  own  image,  and 
after  tlieir  own  likeness;  and,  like  our  Savior,  who  wTas  the  express 
image  of  God's  person.  But  it  is  further  plain  that  not  one  of 
Cain's  family  reached  or  survived  the  flood — none  of  them  entered 
the  ark — all  became  extinct — in  the  full  sense  of  the  word,  became 
mules  at  the  fifth  cross.  How  do  we  prove  this?  Plainly  and 
simply  by  God  himself,  thus,  Gen.  xv  :  13-16,  "And  (God)  said  unto 
Abraham,  know  of  a  surety  that  d\y  seed  shall  be  a  stranger  in  a 
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land  not  theirs,  and  shall  serve  them  ;  and  they  shall  afflict  them 
four  hundred  years  *  *  *  and  thou  shalt  go  to  thy  fathers  in 
peace,  thou  shalt  be  buried  in  good  old  age.  But  in  the  fourth  gen- 
eration they  shall  come  hither  again,  for  the  iniquity  of  the  Amorites 
is  not  yet  full."  The  Amorites  were  the  representative  of  all  the 
ites  inhabiting  the  land  of  Canaan,  where  Abraham  was  then 
sojourning,  and  were  the  first  cross  of  Canaan  with  the  negro;  and 
in  the  fourth  generation  from  that  time,  making  the  fifth,  their  "in- 
iquity would  be  full,  the  iniquity  of  amalgamation."  In  the  fourth 
generation  from  Abraham  his  seed  "  did  come,"  and  Moses  and 
Joshua  were  commanded  to  exterminate  these  ites,  and  "  leave  noth- 
ing alive  that  breathes,"  for  they  were  neither  human  nor  brute. 
Cain,  the  progenitor  of  all  the  mulattoes,  before  th^ood,  was  cursed: 
Canaan,  the  progenitor  of  all  the  mulattoes  after  the  flood,  was 
cursed  also — if  any,  before  the  flood,  had  not  reached  the  fifth  cross,  the 
flood  destroyed  them — if  any,  in  Canaan,  had  not  reached  this  cross, 
Moses  was  commanded  of  God  to  destroy  them — God  destroys  them 
first,  but  lest  any  should  think  that  God  no  longer  intended  their 
destruction,  He  commanded  man,  (Moses)  to  exterminate  them.  Thus 
we  have  God's  judgment  on  this  mixed  race,  executed  by  himself 
by  the  flood ;  and  since,  by  God's  command  specially  made  to  Moses, 
for  man's  observance  ever  afterward,  and  wo  to  the  nation  that  fails  to 
obey,  or  that  may,  by  its  laws,  attempt  to  enforce  social,  political 
and  religious  equality  between  them  and  the  whites,  or  between  the 
negroes,  whom  God  hath  cursed,  and  the  whites,  between  whom  God 
has  put  "  enmity,"  an  enmity  which  shall  exist  until  that  lake  of  fire 
and  brimstone  is  prepared  here  on  earth,  and  into  which  they  will 
be  cast  before  this  present  world  is  wound  up — for  this  lake  of  fire 
is  to  be  on  this  earth,  and"  this  destruction  of  him  who  caused  the 
loss  of  Eden  to  the  whites,  is  to  be  executed  in  the  presence  of  the 
whites,  before  the  final  consummation  of  all  things;  and  then  will 
come  the  general  judgment — the  settlement  of  the  destiny  of  the 
wicked  and  the  righteous — the  new  heavens  and  the  new  earth.  This 
subject,  however,  more  properly  belongs  to  another  work,  "The 
White  Man,"  where  it  will  be  made  manifest  that  such  are  the  teach- 
ings of  God's  Word — not  the  ideas  of  poor  Ariel,  but  the  ideas  of 
God  our  Father — these  are  the  only  ideas  of  value  to  man  on  earth. 

We  here  see  a  strange  difference  in  the  language  which  God  has 
used  between  Adam's  genealogy  and  that  of  Cain's.  In  the  one  we 
see  sons  and  daughters  in-  their  image  and  after  their  likeness;  in  the 
other,  "such"  as  have  cattle,  "  such"  as  dwell  in  tents,  "  such  "  as 
handle  the  harp  and  organ,  and  "such"  as  workers  in  brass,  iron, 
etc.  Seth,  Adam's  son,  begat  by  him  in  his  own  likeness  and  after 
his  image — but  Cain's  "  first  born,"  how  different  the  language,  how 
could  the  mulatto  favor  either  white  or  black  parents?  And  Cain 
knew  his  wife,  and  she  conceived  and  bear  Enoch,  enosh — not  being 
in  Cain's  likeness  nor  after  his  image,  for  how  could  a  mulatto  be 
alter  the  image  of  either  white  or  black  parents?  In  the  five  gen- 
erations they  became  wTholly  extinct,  and  none  of  them  entered  the 
ark.  The  "fcanaanites"  were  the  first  cross,  and  God  told  Abraham 
that  in  "  the  fourth  generation "  the  iniquity  of  the  Amorites 
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would  be  fill — in  the  fourth  generation  their  iniquity  was  full,  and 
Moses  and  Joshua  are  commanded  to  exterminate  the  Canaanites. 
So  much  for  Cain  and  his  genealogy. 

But  we  are  further  told  :  "  And  the  Lord  said,  My  spirit  shall  not 
always  strive  with  "  man  "  for  that  he  also  is  flesh,  yet  his  days  shall 
be  an  hundred  and  twenty  years."  Who,  reader,  does  the  Lord 
here  refer  to,  that  his  spirit  shall  not  always  strive  ?  He  is  man,  but 
what  man  ?  and  he  also  is  flesh.  Who  does  he  refer  to  by  this  also  f 
Not  to  Adam  or  wife,  for  in  the  beginning  and  before  the  fall  Adam 
said  of  his  wife,  "  She  is  bone  of  my  bone,  and  flesh  of  my  flesh." 
Who  then  is  this  "  also  "  that  is  flesh  ?  God  did  not  intend  we  should 
be  mistaken  in  knowing  to  whom  he  referred,  for  he  adds,  "  Yet  his 
days  shall  be  an%undred  and  twenty  years,"  and  had  in  the  preced- 
ing chapter  given  the  ages  of  Adam  and  his  children  up  to  that  time, 
which  is  more  than  seven  times  one  hundred  and  twenty  years — and  4 
Noah  lived  to  nine  hundred  and  fifty  years.  Now  it  is  plain  that 
the  "  man  "  whom  God's  spirit  shall  not  always  strive  was  "  also  H 
flesh,  but  not  Adam's  flesh,  yet  his  days  shall  be  an  hundred  and 
twenty  years.  Who  then  is  referred  to,  and  how  are  we  to  know  ? 
Plainly  from  what  God  had  said  of  him  in  whom  He  had  placed  His 
spirit.  The  Hebrew  word  for  spirit  is  ruach.  On  whom  then  did 
God  bestow  his  spi'rit  ?  Plainly  on  Adam,  and  only  on  Adam,  and 
that,  too,  before  Eve  was  separated  from  his  body.  Now  the  mean- 
ing of  ruach  is  air,  breath,  spirit,  and  when  he  formed  "  the  Adam  " 
of  the  dust,  (gnapher,)  of  the  ground,  he  breathed  into  "  the  Adam's  " 
nostrils  the  breath  of  lives,  {chaiyim,  lives,  not  chaiyah,  life,)  and  "the 
Adam"  became  a  living  soul.  Here  then  we  have  the  being  in 
whom  God  breathed  His  spirit,  and  this  being  God  constituted  and 
made  ruler,  to  have  dominion  over  every  living  thing  that  moveth 
in  the  earth.  In  regard  to  this  dominion  over  every  thing,  Adam 
by  his  transgression  raised  up  a  competitor  in  the  person  of  the 
tempter,  the  negro,  between  whose  seed  and  that  of  the  woman  God 
had  placed  enmity,  and  strife  wTas  the  consequence,  and  began  when 
man,  the  negro,  began  to  multiply  on  the  face  of  the  earth,  and 
daughters  were  born  unto  them  that  the  sons  of  God  saw  the  daugh- 
ters of  men  that  they  were  fair,  (the  Hebrew  word  here  translated 
fair  is  tovoth,  and  means  "  desirable  in  a  sensual  sense,"  and  does 
not  mean  "  light  complexioned,  fair  of  skin,  white,"  for  the  Hebrew 
word  for  such  is  yapha,)  and  they  (the  sons  of  God)  took  them  wives 
of  all  of  which  they  chose." 

Now  one  other  question  and  the  difficulty  is  solved.  Who  were 
the  sons  of  God  ?  Let  St.  Luke  answer,  in  his  account  of  the 
Savior's  genealogy  he  says,  "  which  was  the  son  of  Noah,  wThich  was 
the  son  of  Lamech,  which  was  the  son  of  Mathusala,  which  was  the 
son  of  Enoch,  which  was  the  son  of  Jared,  which  was  the  son  of 
Maleleel,  which  was  the  son  of  Cainan,  which  was  the  son  of  Enos, 
which  was  the  son  of  Seth,  which  was  the  son  of  Adam,  which  was 
the  son  of  God"  We  see  by  divine  inspiration  who  the  "  sons  of 
Go'd  "  were  spoken  of  in  the  text,  and  that  they  were  the  pure 
descendants  of  Adam,  into  whose  nostrils  God  had  breathed  His 
spirit,  ruach.    The  matter  referred  to  preceded  immediately  the 
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destruction  of  the  world  by  the  flood.  We  have  given  Adam's  gen- 
ealogy back,  from  the  flood  to  Adam,  to  God,  and  by  which  we  know 
who  these  sons  of  God  were.  The  amalgamation  between  the  whites, 
the  sons  of  God,  and  the  negroes  and  mulattoes  had  become  so  great, 
that  in  the  days  of  Noah  there  did  Dot  exist  an  uncofrupted  man  or 
woman,  but  Noah  and  his  wife,  and  his  three  sons  and  their  wives  of  the 
white  race.  God  said  to  the  tempter,  I  will  put  enmity  between 
you  and  the  woman  and  between  your  seed  and  her  seed,  therefore 
God  said,  My  spirit — ruach — shall  not  always  strive  with  "man,'* 
the  negro,  for  he  also  is  flesh,  yet  his  days  shall  be  one  hundred  and 
twenty  years,  rendering  it  impossible  by  God's  language  for  us  to 
mistake  who  the  sons  of  God  were,  and  who  it  is  called  men  and 
flesh  also,  whose  days  shall  be  one  hundred  and  twenty  years.  The 
correct  manuscript  reading  can  be  found. 

There  is  something  strangely  singular  in  the  language  of  divine 
inspiration  in  the  account  why  God  destroyed  the  earth  by  a  flood 
for  the  wickedness  upon  it.  "  When  the  sons  of  God  came  in  unto 
the  daughters  of  men  and  they  bare  (children)  unto  them,  the  same 
became  mighty  men  {bullies)  which  were  of  old  men  of  renown." 
Men  of  renown  is  here  translated  from  anshey  hash  shem ;  shem  is 
translated  "  renown,"  and  anshey  "  men ."  The  proper  translation 
of  shem  is  "  name ; "  anshey  and  enosh  are  designations  of  the  mulat- 
toes. Instead,  therefore,  of  its  being  "  men  of  renown,"  as  in  our 
Bibles,  although  they  were  mighty  men  as  to  strength — knock-down 
bullies — yet  they  were  degraded  men,  of  all  evil,  incurably  afflicted, 
for  this  is  the  meaning  of  enosh  and  anshey,  and  which  includes  every 
misery  through  life,  and  then  death  without  a  resurrection  hereafter. 
The  rendering  therefore  should  be:  "The  same  became  mighty  (in 
the  sense  of  strength)  which  were  of  old  of  the  name  of  enosh  and 
anshey. 

But  there  is  a  transposition  of  the  eleventh  and  twelfth  verses, 
which  should  have  followed  in  their  place  the  seventh  verse  of  the 
sixth  chapter.  The  subject  of  these  verses  is  taken  up  in  the  fifth 
verse.  We  will  write  it  as  it  should  appear  in  our  Bibles  :  "  (5)  And 
God  saw  that  the  wickedness  of  man  was  great  in  the  earth,  and 
that  every  imagination  of  the  thoughts  of  his  heart  was  only  evil 
continually.  (6)  And  it  repented  the  Lord  that  He  had  made  man 
on  the  earth,  and  it  grieved  Him  at  His  heart.  (7)  And  the  Lord 
said,  I  will  destroy  man  whom  I  have  created,  from  the  face  of  the 
earth ;  both  man  and  beast,  and  the  creeping  thing,  and  the  fowls 
of  the  air ;  for  it  repenteth  me  that  I  have  made  them.  (11)  The 
earth  also  was  corrupt  before  God,  and  the  earth  was  filled  with  vio- 
lence. (12)  And  God  looked  upon  the  earth  and  behold  it  was  cor- 
rupt, for  all  flesh  had  corrupted  his  way  upon  the  earth.  (8)  But  Noah 
found  grace  in  the  eyes  of  the  Lord,"  etc.  We  will  have  use  for 
this  presently. 

Now  one  of  the  curiosities  we  *refer  to  is  this :  Noah  is  directed  by 
God  to  take  into  the  ark  both  clean  and  unclean  beasts.  When  the 
heavens  and  the  earth  were  finished  and  all  the  hosts  of  them,  "  God 
saw  every  thing  that  he  had  made,  and  behold  it  was  very  good." 
Now,  reader,  what  made  the  unclean  beast  f    Note  again  :  "  All  flesh 
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had  corrupted  His  way  (God's  way)  upon  the  earth."  Now  what 
was  God's  way  f  that  every  thing  inanimate  and  animated  should 
produce  their  own  kind  in  their  own  image  and  after  their  own 
likeness?  Reader,  what  answer  do  you  give?  Again,  God  says  to 
Noah,  "  Behold,  I,  even  I,  do  bring  a  flood  of  waters  upon  the  earth 
to  destroy  all  flesh  wherein  is  the  breath  of  life,  from  under  heaven 
and  every  thing  that  is  in  the  earth  shall  die  ;  but  with  thee  will  I 
establish  my  covenant," — the  first  time  the  word  covenant  was  ever 
heard  on  earth — "  and  God  blessed  Noah  and  his  sons,  *  *  *  and 
God  spake  unto  Noah  and  his  sons  with  him  saying,  And  I,  behold  I, 
establish  my  covenant  with  you,  and  with  your  seed  after  you."  The 
second  time  on  earth  the  word  "covenant."  With  whom,  reader,  is 
this  covenant  made  by  God  ?  Can  any  doubt  exist  as  to  whom  and 
with  whom  made?  None  —  none  whatever.  Was  Noah  a  white 
man  ?  were  his  sons  white  ?  The  daring  effrontery  of  Satan  himself 
will  not  interpose  a  negative  to  either  of  these  questions.  If,  then, 
they  were  white — which  all  inspiration  attests,  which  God's  Word 
affirms,  and  God  Himself  declares,  and  that  it  is  these  white  men 
and  their  seed  after  them  that  God  thus  made  His  covenant  with,  then 
tell  us,  ye  "learned,"  where  God's  covenant  is  made  or  recorded 
with  the  negro,  the  black  u  man"  or  the  mulatto  ?  It  is  not  in 
"  God's  Book  from  cover  to  cover.  What  good  it  may  do  the 
negro  or  the  mulatto  to  find  it  recorded  in  "  Dr.  OwTen,  Professor 
in  the  Royal  College  of  Surgeons,  who  has  without  a  dissenting 
voice  been  placed  at  the  head  of  the  list  of  comparative  anatomists 
of  this  or  any  other  age,"  says :  "  Thus  in  reference  $.:.*■-..* 
to  the  human  species,  including  the  negro  variety  *  *  *  the 
interpretations  of  God's  works  coincide  with  what  has  been  revealed 
to  us  (revealed  by  whom  ?  )  as  to  "  our  "  origin,  *  *  *  and  that 
man  is  the  sole  species  of  his  genus,  the  sole  representative  of  his 
order ;  and  this  matured  conviction  is  similar  to  the  conclusions  of 
Cuvier,  the  two  Humboldts,  of  Lepsius,  Bunsen,  Prichard,  Martin 
and  Latham,  and  of  the  most  eminent  naturalists  of  every  country." 
There,  there,  Mr.  Negro,  see  what  a  list  of  great  men,  of  great 
names  you  poor  negroes  and  still  poorer  mulattoes  have  to  correct  the 
Almighty  with !  Reader,  would  you  not  like  to  step  with  Moses 
behind  the  burning  bush  until  these  learned  men  had  their  interview 
with  God  to  arrange  for  a  second  edition  of  His  Word,  "  revised  and 
improved,"  or  for  an  "appendix"  that  will  cover,  in  the  estimation 
of  'these  "  learned  men,"  all  the  mistakes  of  the  Almighty  in  His 
first  edition  ?  And  the  poor  negro  is  to  be  consoled  by  a  new  gospel 
"  according  to  these  learned  atheists,  deists  and  infidels,"  to  God's 
Word  as  it  now  stands  and  reads. 

READER,  WHAT  HAVE  WE  SEEN  SO  FAR? 

We  have  seen  that  the  white  nfan,  God  named  ;  that  all  other 
beings  or  things,  Adam  named;  that  we  have  the  white  man  yet  on 
earth ;  that  we  have  the  negro,  or  black,  also  is  not  denied ;  that 
both  these  were  created  by  God,  is  equally  undeniable;  that  we 
have  the  mulatto  is  also  undeniable,  and  that  he  is  the  product  of 
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the  negro  and  the  white  is  also  undeniable ;  that  God's  order,  "  God's 
way,"  is,  that  each  being  or  thing  to  live  and  perpetuate  its  species, 
must  produce  "  their  own  kind  in  their  own  image  and  after  their 
own  likeness,"  is  equally  undeniable  ;  that  the  w7hites  can  and  do 
produce  their  own  kind  in  their  own  image  and  in  their  own  likeness, 
is  not  doubted  by  any  one  on  earth ;  that  the  negro  can  and  does 
produce  their  own  kind  in  their  own  image  and  in  their  own  likeness, 
is  equally  an  admitted  truth ;  and  that  this  is  GooVs  order,  is  God's 
command,  none  dare  dispute,  but  the  devil  or  one  of  his  imps,  or,  to 
be  more  polite,  one  of  his  "  angels"  Now,  reader,  a  question  to  you : 
can  the  white  and  the  negro  produce,  by  amalgamation,  their  own  kind 
in  their  own  image  and  after  their  own  likeness?  If  so,  which  is  it, 
black  or  white?  The  mixed  or  mulatto  color  is  after  the  likeness  of 
neither  the  white  or  the  black.  Then  God  did  not  put  the  mulatto 
here.  That  God  put  the  white  man  here,  called  his  name  Adhom, 
and  said  Adhom  was  His  son,  none  dare  dispute  but  the  devil.  He 
and  his  imps  are  equal  to  any  emergency  where  lying  is  the  weapon 
to  use.  As  Adam,  known  to  be  white,  is  God's  son,  and  as  God 
alone  hath  immortality,  He  alone  can  and  did  confer  it  on  His  son ; 
if  he  conferred  it  on  the  negro,  the  black  u  man"  please  show  us  in 
His  Word — in  God's  Word,  where  He  did  it  or  said  He  did  it?  And 
if  you  cannot  show  where  God  did  so,  of  what  value  is  the  assertion 
or  assertions  of  a  thousand  Doctor  Owens  backed  by  every  D.D.  in 
the  wrorld  ?  The  world  commenced  with  a  white  man,  the  son  of 
God,  as  the  head  and  ruler.  It  recommenced  after  the  flood,  w7ith 
Noah  and  his  three  sons,  and  their  seed  after  them,  who  were  also 
white  and  God's  sons,  and  by  specific  covenant  made  by  God  Him- 
self with  them.  All  covenants  exclude  every  party  but  those  named 
in  them — as  in  logic  all  affirmatives  imply  and  exclude  their  negatives. 
Noah,  Shem,  Ham  and  Japheth  are  nominated  "  in  the  covenant  of 
God,"  and  the  negro  nowhere ;  then  where  is  the  negro's  covenant 
with  God  for  even  the *" dimensions  of  his  foot"  of  this  earth's  sur- 
face, any  more  than  any  other  beast  of  forest  or  of  field  ?  (This  we 
will  call  up  by-and-bye  with  Abraham.)  And  if  the  negro  owns  no 
one  foot  of  the  earth  from  God,  where  does  he  get  from  God  a  right 
to  sing  or  read  "  his  title  clear  "  to  a  mansion  in  the  skies  ?  Where 
is  that  title  recorded?  It  must  be  a  "  squatter"  title  from  Roman 
Catholic  or  Protestant  u  Church,"  deriving  its  value  alone  from  the 
"Lower  House."  We  have  seen  and  read  the  genealogy  of  the 
white  man,  how  as  the  son  of  God  he  was  in  God's  image  and  after 
God's  own  likeness, — and  that  his  son  Seth  was  in  his  image  and 
after  his  likeness, — and  such  was  God's  particularity  on  this  subject 
of  the  white  man  being  His  son,  that  He  caused  Adam's  genealogy 
to  be  kept  strictly  down  to  Noah,  to  Abraham,  to  Moses,  to  David, 
to  John  the  Baptist,  to  Jesus  of  Nazareth,  a  period  of  four  thousand 
years,  and  not  a  negro  in  it.  Ye  "  learned  savans,"  where  did  you 
or  your  "Churches"  graft  in  the  black  man,  for  certainly  he  is  not 
in,  and  never  was  in,  and  can  not  now  be  found  in  God's  covenant 
any  more  than  you  can  find  in  it  camels  or  asses,  sheep  or  goate. 
Camels  and  asses  have  the  promise  of  eternal  life  just  as  much  as 
the  negro,  and  wrhere,  ye  learned  savans,  do  the  camels  and  asses  get 
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divine  authority  to  sing  or  read  "  their  titles  clear"  to  mansions  in 
the  skies  ?  Reader,  we  will  tell  you  :  it  is  recorded  exactly  where 
the  negro's  title  is.  "  Cuffy,  where  is  the  hoe  ?  "  "  Wid  de  harrow." 
"  Well,  where  is  the  harrow?"  "  Wid  de  hoe."  "  Well  where  are 
the  hoe  and  harrow.  ?  "  "Bof  togedder."  And  ye  savans  will  find 
asses  and  negroes'  "  titles  to  mansions  in  the  skies  "  bof  togedder. 

BUT  TO  RETURN  TO  THE  FOUR   HEBREW  WORDS, 
HA  ADHOM,  ISH,  ENOSH  AND  ANSHEY. 

These  are  all  translated  in  our  English  Bibles  by  only  one  word, 
man,  if  singular,  and  men,  if  plural.  Now,  reader,  we  put  this  case : 
In  passing  a  certain  drinking-saloon,  you  see  four  "  men  "  drunk  with 
the  wine  of  Babylon,  one  white,  one  black,  one  first  cross  mulatto, 
and  one  second  cross.  You  wish  to  describe  them  to  a  friend,  will 
the  one  word  men  carry  to'  the  hearer  the  exact  idea  of  a  correct 
description?  These  words  are  not  aliases  for  one  and  the  same  being 
or  person,  like  the  words  Hebrews,  Israelites,  Jews,  etc.,  designating 
the  children  of  Abraham.  God  bestowed  one  of  them,  and  Adam 
the  others.  Is  the  meaning  of  the  name  bestowed  by  God  the  same 
as  that  of  the  others  ?  No.  Why  then  translate  them  all  by  one 
word,  man,  seeing  that  they  have  not  one  and  the  same  meaning  ? 
Reader,  you  can  judge  of  the  propriety  of  doing  so  or  not,  as  well  as 
the  best  Hebrew  scholars,  because  it  is  a  matter  of  common  sense,  and 
not  of  linguistic  knowledge.  God  addresses  our  common  sense,  and 
not  our  knowledge  of  languages.  We  may  be  told  that  all  men  are 
made  of  the  dust,  and  that  as  the  word  man  covers  the  origin,  that 
such  translation  is  proper.  Bread  is  made  of  corn,  and  so  is  whisky ; 
would  that  be  a  proper  translation  to  put  the  word  "whisky"  in 
the  Lord's  Prayer,  because  whisky,  like  bread,  is  made  of  corn? 
And  there  is  no  more  propriety  in  translating  these  words  by  man, 
than  there  would  be  in  "  translating "  whisky  by  the  word  bread. 

God  addresses  our  common  sense  and  first  spoke  to  us,  His  children, 
in  the  Hebrew  language,  and  it  is  a  matter  of  total  indifference  what 
the  vernacular  of  the  whites  may  be  now,  if  the  exact  ideas  which  God 
clothed  in  Hebrew  words,  are  presented  (as  in  our  case)  clothed  in  English 
loords.  And  woe  betide  the  man,  or  men,  who,  in  translating  God's 
Words,  have  wilfully  failed  or  refused  to  clothe  God's  ideas,  spoken 
by  Him  in  the  Hebrew,  in  the  words  necessary  to  clothe  His  exact 
idea  in  the  language  into  which  they  may  be  translating.  Reader, 
open  any  of  our  large  Family  Bibles,  and  you  will  see  on  every  page 
numerous  words  printed  in  italics;  why  is  this?  None  of  the  words 
so  printed  are  represented  iu  the  original,  but  are  added  by  the 
translators.  How  came  they  to  do  it  ?  The  answer  is,  that  under 
their  rules,  they  were  required  to  find  an  English  word  for  every 
Hebrew  word  of  the  Old  Testament,  and  Greek  of  the  New  Testa- 
ment. In  a  word,  to  make  a  metaphrastic  translation,  for  every 
Hebrew  word,  a  corresponding  one  in  English — an  utter  impossibility 
to  accomplish.  Any  man  can  see  and  know  this  who  will  use  his 
honest,  common  sense;  thus,  the  Hebrew  language  consists  of  Bis 
thousand  four  hundred  words;  the  English  consisted  of  thirty-nine 
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thousand  at  the  time  of  King  James'  translation,  and  now  of  one 
hundred  and  fourteen  thousand.  The  English,  as  a  language  in  its 
genius,  in  King  James'  day,  required  these  thirty-nine  thousand 
words,  as  so  many  signs  of  its  ideas.  Now  if  the  rule  to  which  we 
refer  could  have  been  carried  out,  and  for  every  Hebrew  word  its  exact 
corresponding  word  could  be  found,  then  the  English  language, 
instead  of  being  composed  of  thirty-nine  thousand  words,  would  be 
reduced  to  six  thousand  four  hundred.  Now,  reader,  can  that  be  the 
English  language,  when  thirty-three  thousand  of  its  thirty-nine 
thousand  words  are  left  out  ?  We  do  net  pretend  to  say  that  every 
word  in  the  English  language  is  or  would  be  required  to  make  a 
correct  translation  from  the  Hebrew.  On  the  contrary,  we  know 
that  many  of  its  words  describe  things  long  since  brought  into  use 
by  the  different  arts  and  usages  of  the  people.  What  we  except  is 
this:  while  the  idea  contained  in  the  Hebrew  can  be  seen  as  plainly 
as  you  can  see  your  face  in  a  good  looking  glass,  and  the  translator 
can  put  the  exact  idea  of  the  Hebrew  in  English  dress  or  words,  yet 
the  restriction  to  find  the  counterpart  in  English  has  compelled  the 
translators  to  cover  every  page  and  chapter  with  words  in  italics,  not 
in  the  original,  to  make  any  kind  of  sense;  and  often  the  sense  they 
make,  by  these  italicised  words,  is  not  the  sense  of  the  original  Hebrew, 
but  directly  opposed  to  it.  We  give  an  example.  The  reader  will 
bear  in  mind  that,  for  lack  of  space,  we  can  only  set  up  a  few  " finger 
posts,"  to  point  the  candid  the  way.  In  the  fourth  verse  of  the  sixth 
chapter  of  Genesis,  the  word  children  occurs,  and  is  in  italics.  This 
word  is  not  in  the  original,  and  if  the  reader  will  drop  it  in  reading, 
he  will  have  the  exact  idea  of  the  original.  Those  here  referred  to 
God  does  not  call  children,  as  they  were  the  product  of  amalgamation, 
as  is  plain,  and  such  "  product"  the  divine  writers  do  not  designate 
children  which  is  divinely  appropriated  to  the  Sons  of  God.  But 
being  "inserted"  by  our  translators,  conveys  an  idea  totally  distinct 
from  what  God  intended.  And  in  the  case  of  Cain's  genealogy,  they 
are  called,  not  children,  but  the  father  of  such  as  have  cattle,  of  such 
as  dwell  in  tents,  of  such  as  handle  the  harp  and  organ,  of  such  as 
are  workers  in  brass,  etc.  And  why  such  strange  phraseology  in 
regard  to  the  one,  as  contrasted  with  Adam's  family,  escapeu  the 
attention  of  translators,  has  been  to  us  a  matter  of  astonishment 
why  it  did  not  awaken  sufficient  curiosity  to  examine  into  its  cause, 
for  the  language  is  plain,  positive  and  distinct,  and  the  duty  of  an 
honest  translator  is  to  express  the  exact  ideas  of  the  original,  not  to 
put  their  ideas  in  it,  or  what  they  thought  ought  to  be  in  it,  but  God's 
ideas  alone,  and  as  He  expressed  them,  for  God  is  too  wise  to  err,  too 
good  to  mislead.  To  make  our  ideas  plain  to  our  readers,  God  spoke 
to  His  children  in  the  Hebrew  language.  We  speak  the  English,  and 
want  what  God  said  in  Hebrew  put  before  our  minds  in  English.  Is 
it  not  plain  that  this  is  what  we  want,  and  all  that  we  do  honestly 
want?  We  want  the  exact  ideas  of  God,  as  He  had  clothed  these 
ideas  in  Hebrew  words,  which  is  the  dress  only  of  the  ideas  in  that 
language.  Words  are  but  the  frame  work  that  hold  the  idea,  like 
the  frame  that  holds  the  picture,  the  value  is  in  the  picture,  not  in 
the  frame,  this  may  be  rough,  but  it  can  be  made  to  hold  the  gem  of 


120 


THE  XKGRO. 


eternal  life.  But  to  make  this  very  important  matter  of  translatirug 
plainer,  if  possible,  let  us  suppose  that  we  have  presented  before  us 
a  beautiful  Hebrew  maiden,  Sarai,  if  you  please.  But  she  is  dressed 
in  antiquated  Hebrew  costume,  and  we  want  to  see  her  in  English 
dress  or  costume.  What  do  we  want  done?  Simply  to  have  Sarai 
dressed  in  Lnylish  dress,  and  we  still  have  the  beautiful  Hebrew 
maiden.  What  is  changed,  the  maiden  ?  No.  For  if  that  were  so, 
then  the  Hebrew  maiden  is  not  before  you,  but  some  one  else  other 
than  the  beautiful  Sarai ;  but  if  Sarai  is  before  you,  though  in 
English  dress,  she  is  still  the  identical  beautiful  Hebrew  maiden.  So  it 
is  with  the  Hebrew  language ;  it  is  the  exact  ideas  God  (not  the 
translators)  put  into  it  that  we  now  want  in  English  dress  without 
any  regard,  except  as  to  good  sense,  as  to  the  number  of  "folds"  or 
"  tucks  "  the  English  language  may  require  for  its  drapery. 

Kesuming  now  what  we  have  to  say  in  regard  to  the  words  ebe$, 
ebhodh  (slave,  servant)  occurring  in  the  fifth  and  fifteenth  verses  of 
the  second  chapter  of  Genesis,  and  in  the  twenty-third  verse  of  the 
third  chapter,  which  we  have  before  stated  are  not  translated  in  our 
Bibles,  we  remark  the  only  reason  why  they  are  not  translated,  that 
we  can  see,  is  that  the  translators  had  adopted  the  idea,  as  incontro- 
vertibly  true,  that  slaves  were  first  made  by  Noah's  curse  of  Canaan, 
Ham's  youngest  son,  and  if  they  were  then  first  made,  that  there 
were  no  slaves  previous  to  the  flood,  and  certainly  none  previously  to 
the  fall  of  Adam,  and  none  in  the  Garden  of  Eden.  This  is  the  only 
sensible  excuse  for  their  failure  to  our  mind.  But  had  they  reflected 
properly  upon  Adam's  position  as  given  and  assigned  by  God,  that 
Adam  was  not  intended  by  his  Creator  to  work,  or  labor,  that  neces- 
sarily in  filling  his  station  as  ruler  over  everything  that  moveth,  he 
must  have  some  one,  or  some  being,  to  perform  certain  things  as  an 
assistant,  servant  or  slave,  the  latter  term  being  the  exact  meaning 
of  the  Hebrew  word  ebhodh,  and  is  tie  word  used  by  Noah  in  the 
twenty-fifth  verse  of  the  ninth  chapter  of  Genesis,  when  he  said 
"  cursed  be  Canaan,  a  servant  (slave)  of  servants  shall  he  be,"  etc. 
If  the  word  here  means  slave,  as  is  plain,  why  should  it  not  mean 
slave  in  the  Garden  of  Eden?  Adam  was  to  rule  everything  on 
earth,  but  how?  Certainly  by  having  everything  to  obey  what  he 
directed.  Slaves  only  do  so  much.  But  everything  was  then  good, 
and  Adam  could  give  no  command  but  what  was  "good."  Had 
proper  attention  been  given  to  Adam's  position  by  the  translators, 
they  would  doubtless  have  rendered  the  fifteenth  verse  of  the  second 
chapter  of  Genesis  very  differently  from  what  they  did.  The  plain 
Hebrew  of  this  verse  is,  "The  Lord  God  took  ha,  Adhom,  the  Adam 
and  put  him  to  dwell  in  the  Garden  of  Eden ;  and  by  le  ebhodh  his 
slave,  to  dress  it  and  keep  it."  We  have  disregarded  the  punctua- 
tion (which  is  modern)  of  the  Hebrew  text,  as  it  was  evidently  made 
to  suit  the  translator's  idea  of  no  slave  until  after  the  flood.  The 
Hebrew,  as  written  by  Moses  and  the  prophets,  had  no  punctuation 
marks,  and  in  giving  the  idea  contained  in  the  Hebrew,  we  had  to 
translate  this  term  ebhodh,  which  means  slave.  The  logic  of  facts, 
God's  facts,  proving  that  Adam  was  not  intended  by  God  to  work, 
and  on  his  being  introduced  into  the  Garden  of  Eden,  the  language 
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is  emphatic  that  it  was  to  be  his  dwelling  place,  and  the  dressing  and 
keeping  of  the  trees,  shrubs,  vines}  etc.,  was  to  be  by  his  slave,  so  far 
as  the  labor  was  concerned,  for  Adam's  labor  only  commenced  after 
his  fall,  and  when  God  said :  "  Because  thou  hast  hearkened  unto  the 
voice  of  thy  wife,  and  hast  eaten  of  the  tree  of  which  I  commanded 
thee,  saying,  Thou  shalt  not  eat  of  it :  cursed  is  the  ground  for  thy 
sake ;  in  sorrow  shalt  thou  eat  of  it  all  the  days  of  thy  life :  thorns 
also  and  thistles  shall  it  bring  forth  to  thee ;  and  thou  (now  like 
other  mortals)  shalt  eat  the  herb  of  the  field.  In  the  sweat  of  thy 
face  shalt  thou  eat  bread,  till  thou  return  to  the  ground."  Here 
commenced  Adam's  labor,  and  not  in  the  Garden  of  Eden.  The  negro 
was  intended  by  God  to  occupy  the  relative  position  towards  Adam 
that  the  night  does  towards  the  day,  his  worth  or  value  to  Adam  is 
like  the  light  of  the  sun,  its  "light"  reflected.  The  negro  could 
reflect  by  his  obedience,  Adam's  mind,  or  rule,  in  the  command 
given  by  him. 

This  word  ebhodh  occurs  again  in  the  fifth  verse  of  the  second 
chapter,  before  the  fall  of  Adam.  In  the  Hebrew,  the  last  clause 
of  verse  fifth  reads  thus :  "  Ve  adhom  ay  in  lagn  ebhodh  athhaed- 
hamah."  Literally,  (this  was  before  the  fall,)  Adam  was  not  to 
direct  his  slave  to  till  the  ground,  for  the  Lord  God  had  not  then 
caused  it  to  rain  upon  the  earth.  The  first  rain  upon  the  earth  was 
that  at  the  flood,  and  which  was  succeeded  by  winter  and  summer, 
seedtime  and  harvest,  and  Noah  was  the  first  husbandman  on  earth 
and  ate  in  winter  what  he  had  produced  by  the  sweat  of  his  face  in 
summer,  literally. fulfilling  what  God  said  to  Adam:  "In  the  sweat 
of  thy  face  shalt  thou  eat  bread  till  thou  return  unto  the  ground." 
These  will  be  made  so  plain  in  our  other  work  that  none  can  doubt, 
and  to  which  we  refer  the  reader.  They  do  not  belong  to  our  pres- 
ent subject,  the  negro. 

In  the  twenty-third  verse  of  the  third  chapter  this  word,  ebhodh, 
again  occurs,  where  Adam  was  sent  forth  by  God  out  of  the  garden, 
"  unto  his  slave,  near  to  where  he  (Adam)  was  taken  from  the 
ground."  In  Hebrew  it  reads  thus :  "  Vayeshallechehu  Yehovah 
Elohim  miggan  edhen  la  ebhodh  athhaedhamah  asher  lukkach  mishs- 
som."  If  the  word  was  not  intended  by  God  to  have  any  meaning 
while  Adam  dwelt  in  the  garden,  nor  till  after  Noah  cursed  Canaan, 
why  did  God  use  it  ?  That  He  did  use  it  none  can  doubt ;  if  it 
meant  slave  when  Noah  used  it,  it  must  have  meant  slave  when  God 
used  it ;  and  if  slave  is  its  meaning,  (as  none  can  doubt,)  then  why 
was  it  not  translated  in  any  of  these  places  ?  This  is  not  the  only 
word  by  many  that  is  found  in  the  opening  chapters  of  Genesis  that 
has  been  skipped,  and  a  figment  of  the  translators  substituted ;  all  of 
which  will  be  noted  in  our  next  work,  God  willing. 

A  WOED  ABOUT  ADAM  AND  EVE,  AND  THEIR  NAMES. 

In  our  former  work,  "  The  Negro.    What  is  his  Ethnological 
Status?"  etc.,  Ariel  said  that  God  bestowed  on  Adam  his  name,  as 
every  father  has  the  right  to  name  his  child  ;  that  after  he  called 
him  "  man,"  (adhom)  in  Genesis  1 :  26,  he  ever  after  invariably 
11 
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called  him  "  the  man,"  (ha  adhom.)  Who  did  we  say  so  called  him? 
God.  If  the  term,  "  the  man,"  is  a  translation  of  the  Hebrew  ha 
adhom,  God  did  certainly  so  call  him.  Ariel  has  been  taken  to  task 
most  severely  by  some  of  his  "  learned  reviewers "  for  so  saying. 
Now  the  trouble  with  our  reviewers  is  this :  while  they  do  not  ques- 
tion the  fact  that  God  called  him  ha  adhom,  "  the  man,"  but  Ariel 
had  said  God  did  it  invariably,  and  they  pick  up  the  Hebrew  manu- 
script and  find  some  places  where  the  copyist  has  accidentally 
or  otherwise  omitted  the  Hebrew  article  ha,  and  proclaim  Ariel  a 
falsifier  of  God's  Word.  Reader,  listen  ;  the  autographs  of  Moses's 
divine  writings  have  long  since  been  lost,  what  manuscripts  we  now 
have  of  his  books  are  copies,  made  by  man,  and  like  all  of  man's 
works  are  more  or  less  imperfect,  and  most  certainly  the  manuscript 
from  which  this  part  of  our  Bible  is  translated  is  by  no  means  an 
exception,  £Jow  the  difference  between  these  gentlemen  and  Ariel  is 
just  this :  they  would  correct  the  Almighty  by  the  copyist,  while 
Ariel  would  correct  the  copyist  by  the  Almighty.    Some  difference. 

But  Adam's  name  in  Hebrew  is  neither  singular  or  plural,  yet 
both  ;  neither  masculine  or  feminine  and  yet  both.  These  peculiar- 
ities, not  to  say  singularities,  could  alone  have  been  brought  about 
by  Omniscience  selecting  such  a  name  for  the  being  God  intended 
should  be  ruler  over  all  this  earth.  But  they  have  passed  all  our 
translators  and  "learned"  men  as  the  idle  wind  without  eliciting  a 
thought,  pause  or  comment.  Although  neither  masculine  or  femi- 
nine and  yet  both  masculine  and  feminine,  and  has  neither  separate, 
yet  they  have  dared  to  translate  it  man,  which  has  its  feminine  in 
woman.  And  now,  reader,  let  us  look  at  the  confusion  brought 
about  by  such  daring  disregard  of  God's  Word. 

Reader,  did  not  everything  in  the  beginning  have  to  receive  its 
appropriate  name  from  God  or  Adam  at  the  appropriate  moment, 
and  which  attend  and  discriminate  him,  her  or  it  while  the  world 
shall  last,  thus :  such  as  that  Adam  was  a  man  before  he  was  a  hus- 
band, that  Eve  was  a  woman  before  she  wras  a  wife,  that  although  a 
husband  must  necessarily  be  a  man,  and  a  wife  a  woman,  yet  it  does 
not  follow  as  correlative  that  all  men  are  husbands  and  all  women 
wives ;  nor  can  the  name  husband  or  wife  be  bestowed  until  the 
relationship  is  created  or  brought  about.  Adam  as  a  "man"  was 
under  rule  or  law  to  God,  as  a  husband,  under  rule  to  his  wife ;  as 
"  man"  God  called  him  ha  adhom,  as  a  husband  he  was  called  ish, 
the  name  of  the  negro,  who  was  under  rule  to  Adam,  to  show  that  as 
husband  he  was  under  rule,  although  lord  of  all.  Eve  as  a  woman , 
ha  chavah,  was  under  rule  or  law  to  God;  as  a  woman  God  called 
her  ha  chavah ;  as  a  wife  she  was  called  ishshah,  the  name  of  the 
female  negro,  to  show  that  as  wife  she  was  under  rule  to  her  husband. 
These  names,  "husband"  and  "wife,"  necessarily  had  to  be  appro- 
priately bestowed,  tiie  moment  the  relationship  wras  created.  They 
were  bestowed.  But  now  comes  the  difficulty  with  the  blunder, 
egregious  blunder,  created  alone  by  our  translators,  confusing  them- 
selves and  confusing  all  readers  of  our  Bible,  and  wholly  inexcus- 
able. This  fault  is  not  in  what  God  said  and  did,  nor  with  what 
Adam  said  upon  the  occasion  of  his  marriage.    Our  Savior's  com- 
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-menton  Adam's  marriacre  forever  settles  the  question  as  to  "who 
said,"  "  For  this  oause/'  etc.,  "  and  they  twain  shall  be  one  flesh." 
But  the  .difficulty  ;  Adam  is  represented  as  saying,  "This  is  now 
bone  of  my  bone,* and  flesh  of  my  flesh  ;  she  shall  be  called  woman — 
ishshah — because  she  was  taken  out  of  man" — ish — instead  of  "she 
shall  be  called  wife"  because  she  was  taken  not  out  of  man,  ish,  but 
out  of  her  husband.  Our  translators  by  confounding  "  woman  "  and 
"  wife,"  "  man  "  and  "  husband,"  forgetting  that  as  a  "  woman  "  her 
duties  are  to  God,  while  her  duties  as  a  "  wife  "  are  due  to  her  hus- 
ba  d ;  and  Adam's  duties  as  a  "  man  "  are  due  to  God,  while  his 
duties  as  a  "  husband"  are  due  to  his  wife.  Adam's  name  as  a  man 
is  not  ish,  but  adhom,  ha  adhom,  and  Eve's  name  as  a  woman  is  not 
ishshah,  but  chavah,  ha  chavah.  By  translating  these  words  ish 
and  ishshah,  man  and  woman,  instead  of  husband,  wife,  led  directly 
to  the  very  grave  error  of  translating  adhom,  ha  adhom,  by  which 
the  white  man,  the  son  of  God  is  designated,  and  the  words  ish 
enosh  and  anshey,  designating  the  negro  and  mulatto,  by  one  word, 
"  man,"  and  has  produced  the  confusion  in  our  Bible  that  whites, 
blacks  and  mulattoes  all  sprang  from  one  common  parentage,  and 
that  parentage  Adam  and  Eve,  which  the  divine  writers  always  kept 
separate  and  distinct,  and  never  confounded  as  the  equivalents  of 
each  other.  Had  our  translators  paid  the  proper  attention  to  the 
word  adhom,  they  must  have  known  that  it  had  no  feminine,  and 
therefore,  that  if  they  translated  it  by  the  word  "  man,"  which  has 
its  feminine  in  "woman,"  that  the  translation  must  necessarily  be 
false  and  untrue.  And  again,  if  adhom,  ha  adhom,  ish,  enosh  and 
anshey  all  equally  meant  man,  wrhy  did  the  divine  writers  make  use 
of  more  than  one  of  them  if  the  beings  represented  by  them  were 
one  and  the  same  individual,  being  or  thing,  one  of  them  being 
bestowed  by  God  and  the  others  by  Adam?  Any  prudent  attention 
to  the  use  made  by  the  divine  writers  of  this  word  ish,  from  its 
application  to  Adam  as  a  husband,  they  could  not,  it  seems  to  us, 
have  failed  to  discern  plainly  that  while  it  originally  designates  the 
negro  as  the  head  of  the  beast  creation,  qualified  and  indued  with 
speech  by  God  to  serve  Adam,  "  himself  being  under  rule  to  Adam," 
yet  it  was  also  used  by  divine  inspiration  afterward  to  designate  all 
the  moral  and  social  duties,  callings  and  pursuits  of  life,  each  of 
which  must  necessarily  be  under  rule  also  ;  thus,  "  Noah  was  a  just 
man," — ish — moral  uprightness  being  under  rule  in  actions.  "  Esau 
was  a  cunning  hunter  and  a  man — ish — of  the  field,"  and  "  Jacob 
was  a  plain  man — ish — dwelling  in  tents."  A  good  man — ish  tobh — 
shall  be  satisfied  from  (in)  himself;  "  and  so  in  numerous  examples 
throughout  the  Old  Testament. 

To  the  mere  English  reader  of  our  Bible,  the  word  "  man,"  wher- 
ever it  occurs,  he  supposes  refers  to  Adam  or  to  his  pure  descendants 
and  is  the  proper  translation  of  the  Hebrew  word  in  Genesis  1  :  26, 
but  which  it  is  not,  for  the  English  word  "  man  "  has  its  feminine 
in  "  woman,"  while  the  Hebrew  word,  as  before  said,  has  no  feminine 
to  it.  On  the  contrary,  the  word  ish,  by  which  the  negro  is  desig- 
noted,  is  masculine,  and  does  not  like  ha  adhom,  contain  the  feminine, 
but  has  its  feminine  in  ishshah. 
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SEPAEATE  EEMARKS  ON  THE  WOED  ISH. 

We  picked  up  not  long  since  an  edition  of  the  Bible  published  by 
"The  American  Tract  Society,  150  Nassau  street,  New  York.  With 
brief  notes  and  instructions,  designed  to  give  the  result  of  critical 
investigation  to  assist  common  readers  to  understand  the  meaning 
of  the  Holy  Spirit  in  the  inspired  Word/'  and  found  the  following 
criticism  and  translation  of  these  two  words  ish  and  ishshah,  in 
Genesis  ii  and  23:  u  In  Hebrew  man  is  ish,  woman  ishshah,  the 
feminine  of  man."  Of  what  man  is  ishshah  the  feminine  ?  Not  the 
white  man,  for  God  called  him  adhom  not  ish,  and  aolhom  has  no 
feminine  in  the  Hebrew  or  any  other  language;  and  God  so  intended 
it,  for  so  He  actually  named  His  son,  creating  his  female  in  his  own 
body  at  the  time  and  from  whom  He  separated  her  sixty-five  years 
thereafter.  We  have  before  shown  that  these  words  in  this  sense 
should 'have  been  translated  "  husband, v  "  wife,"  and  not  "  man," 
"  woman,"  as  it  was  this  relationship  of  "  husband  "and  "wife" 
God  was  then  creating.  Adam  being  first  created  was  made  ruler 
of  all  things,  and  as  husband  he  named  his  wife,  and  as  husband 
became  her  ruler  and  governor.  While  ish  being  masculine  and  ish- 
shah its  feminine  shows  that  the  negro  was  produced  in  pairs  as  other 
beasts  and  cattle,  and  not  as  Adam  was,  with  his  female  in  himself. 
There  is  then  no  masculine  or  feminine  to  the  white  man's  name, 
but  there  is  to  that  of  the  negro.  This  being  so,  then  to  what  do 
these  words  ish  and  ishshah  in  the  twenty-third  verse  second  chapter 
refer?  Plainly  not  to  person,  but  to  the  relationship  of  husband  and' 
•  wife,  then  first  brought  about  on  earth;  their  marriage  relations  to 
each  other  in  that  social  state  then  introduced  and  ordained  by  God. 
No  marriage  relations  were  ever  ordained  by  God  among  beasts  and 
animals. 

But  the  question  comes  up,  of  what  are  these  wTords  ish  andtsA- 
shah,  the  masculine  and  feminine  in  their  natural  sense?  They 
were  the  masculine  and  feminine  of  some  thing  or  some  person, 
beast  or  animal ;  we  know  it  was  not  the  white  man  ;  then  what  was 
that  something,  person,  beast  or  animal  ?  Can  this  be  settled  satis- 
factorily? Yes;  all  of  animated  nature  can  be  summoned  and  by 
the  logic  of  facts  be  made  to  testify  who  or  what  they  refer  to  or 
represent.  We  will  try  a  few  and  then  leave  the  reader  to  run  out 
the  remainder.  We  inquire:  was  it  the  elephant?  no;  was  it  the 
camel  ?  no  ;  was  it  the  hoise  ?  no  ;  was  it  the  bull  ?  no  ;  was  it  the 
ass?  no;  was  it  the  lion?  no;  was  it  the  baboon?  no;  etc.,  etc.; 
and  all  beasts  and  animals  of  earth,  air  or  water  respond  with  an 
emphatic  "  No."  But  was  it  the  negro  ?  and  all  nature  cries  aloud 
and  says  "  Yes."  Intelligence  and  revelation  and  nature's  God 
affirms  its  truth.  The  negro  bore  some  resemblance  to  Adam  in 
form  of  person  as  did  his  female  bear  some  resemblance  to  Eve  in 
form  of  person,  and  they  were  under  rule  to  Adam  as  husband  and 
wife  are  under  rule  to  each  other  in  the  marriage  relation  then 
first  brought  about,  and  which  these  terms  fully  covered,  Adam 
being  still  head  and  ruler  over  his  wife  for  he  named  her,  and  all  h.3 
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named  God  ordained  that  he  should  rule  over  them.  Who  is  there 
that  does  not  see  the  difference  when  speaking  of  men  and  women  as 
such,  and  in  speaking  of  them  as  husbands  and  wives  ?  If  the  terms 
husband  and  wife  are  used  as  of  interchangeable  value  with  the  words1 
man,  woman,  who  is  there  Xhat  can  not  see  the  inexplicable  confusion 
in  understanding  the  Bible  ?  To  this  -neglect  alone,  of  not  noting 
the  distinction  here  made  and  that  regarding  the  other  Hebrew 
words  adhom,  ha  adhom,  ish,  enosh  and  anshey,  are'  we  indebted  for 
the  confounding  of  the  whites  and  blacks.  Such  translations  have 
led  to  numberless  mistakes,  in  throwing  a  vail  of  obscurity  over 
God's  Word  where  none  would  exist  if  His  ivords  had  been  regarded 
with  the  meaning  they  had  when  spoken  and  written.  Our  trans- 
lators seemed  too  often  to  forget  that  God  is  perfect,  too  wise  to  err, 
too  good  to  mislead,  and  that  when  He  speaks  He  uses  the  exact 
word  to  convey  the  exact  idea  He  intended,  and  if  our  translators 
had  been  equally  exact  in  giving  the  true  value  to  each  word  used 
by  our  Almighty  Father,  infidelity  would  never  have  existed.  The 
word  ebhodhj  used  by  Noah  in  his  curse  of  Canaan,  Genesis  ix  :  25, 
meaning  slave,  and  in  Genesis  xiv :  14,  where  they  translate  it  ser- 
vant, yet  the  same  word  occurring  before  the  fall  of  Adam  they  do 
not  translate  at  all.  Why?  if  it  meant  servant  (slave)  after  the  fall, 
would  it  not  necessarily  mean  the  same  before  the  fall  ?  and  if  slaves 
existed  in  the  days  of  Adam's  innocency,  who  were  the  slaves,  and 
to  whom  were  they  slaves?  And  this  word  is  used  before  Eve  was 
separated  from  Adam's  body,  and  consequently  she  could  in  no  sense 
as  a  slave  be  referred  to.  The  translation  of  the  book  of  Genesis  is 
so  badly  done  in  many  places  that  often  we  have  been  in  doubt 
wh ether  the  translators  intended  to  translate  or  intended  to  disguise 
the  sense  of  tjie  original.  But  to  make  more  apparent  the  correct- 
ness of  these  views  regarding  the  distinct  meaning  God  intended 
should  be  attached  to  these  words  adhom,  ha  adhom,  enosh  and  anshey, 
we  will  now  take  up 

The  two  separations  made  by  God  (1)  of  the  separation  made 
in  the  days  of  Peleg,  of  the  whites  from  the  blacks;  (2)  of  the  sep- 
aration "  when  He  set  the  bounds  of  the  people,  according  to  the 
number  of  the  children  of  Israel ;  for  the  Lord's  portion"  (of  the 
earth)  is  His  people;  Jacob  is  the  lot  of  His  inheritance,  and  re- 
jected Esau.  This  separation  was  from  the  mulattoes,  as  the  first 
was  from  the  blacks.  The  first  separation  of  the  whites  from  the 
blacks  took  place,  as  the  reader  is  aware,  in  the  days  of  Peleg,  430 
years  after  the  flood.  This  division  of  the  earth  and  separation  is 
found  recorded  in  10th  chap.  Gen.  But  we  will  first  hear  Moses' 
comment  on  this  first  division  and  separation,  and  afterward  on  the 
second.  Moses  says  in  the  last  speech  he  ever  delivered  on  earth  to 
his  brethren  before  his  death :  11  Eemember  the  days  of  old,  consider 
the  years  of  many  generations;  ask  thy  father  and  he  will  show 
thee  thy  elders,  and  they  will  tell  thee  when  the  Most  High  divided 
to  the  nations  their  inheritance,  when  He  separated  the  sons  of  Adam 
(in  Hebrew  beni  ha  adhom),  and  set  the  bounds  of  the  people  according 
to  t/ie  number  of  the  children  of  Israel ;  for  the  Lord's  portion  (of  the 
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earth)  is  His  people — Jacob  is  the  lot  of  His  inheritance  "  of  the 
seventy  nations"  with  whom  He  divided  the  earth. 

From  this  it  is  clearly  seen  that  the  division  of  the  earth  had  also 
for  its  object  the  separation  of  the  sons  of  Adam  from  some  others. 
Who  were  they  ?  Who  were  these  from  whom  God  separated  the 
sons  of  Adam  ?  if  whites  and  blacks  were  of  one  common  parentage, 
and  that  parentage  Adam  and  Eve,  from  whom  then  did  God  sep- 
arate the  sons  of  Adam  f  From  quadrupeds  ?  Hardly.  For  many 
kinds  of  these,  such  as  sheep,  goats,  camels,  cattle,  horses,  asses,  etc., 
were  to  be  their  wealth  and  support  and  to  continue  with  them  for- 
ever. Who  then  were  they  that  God  separated  "  the  sons  of  the  Adam, 
ha  adhom "  from  ?  There  is  but  one  answer  beneath  the  skies  that 
can  in  truth  be  given  to  this  question — it  was  from  the  blacks,  the 
negro,  that  God  separated  the  sons  of  Adam — all  of  whom  we  know 
by  Divine  authority  were  white.  But,  reader,  neither  you  nor  any 
other  intelligent  believer  in  God's  Word  (not  in  Mr.  Prichard, 
Latham,  Humboldt,  Owen's,  etc.  word),  but  a  believer  in  God's 
Word,  shall  have  a  single  doubt  upon  this  question,  when  we  are 
through  with  what  the  Divine  writers  have  said. 

By  turning  to  the  10th  chap.  Gen.,  the  reader  will  see  two  things, 
plainly  stated:  (1)  That  it  is  the  generations  of  Noah  and  his  three 
sons  that  the  earth  is  alloted  to  —  that  their  descent  from  him  is 
accurately  traced,  and  their  allotments  designated  but  no  boundary 
fixed.  The  only  exception,  which  is  the  second  (2)  thing  plainly 
stated,  is  in  Canaan's  family,  and  is  this :  No  boundary  of  fixed 
locality  is  put  on  Canaan's  two  sons,  Sidon  and  Heth,  who  were 
white  and  children  of  Canaan's  first  wife,  and  as  such  were  pure 
white  descendants  of  Noah ;  but  to  the  nine  ites,  which  he  had  by 
negro  women,  and  called  by  the  name  Canaanites,  their  boundary  is 
given.  God  did  not  intend  that  they  should  be  mistaken  for  any 
other  beings  on  earth,  as  He  intended  that  after  ages  should  read  ia 
the  terrible  judgments  He  would  send  upon  them,  in  burning  up  a 
part  of  them  in  Sodom  and  other  cities  of  the  vale  of  Siddim,  by  tire 
and  brimstone ;  and  the  order  He  gave  unto  Moses  and  Joshua  to 
" leave  nothing  alive  that  breathed"  among  them,  that  His  hot  dis- 
pleasure against  this  product  of  Canaan  and  the  negro  being  neither 
human  nor  brute — but  a  being  below  brutes,  a  being  God  never  created 
nor  put  on  this  earth,  that  all  after  ages  should  mistake  neither  His 
displeasure  nor  His  wrath  against  such  a  corruption  of  the  seed  of 
Adam,  the  Son  of  God,  with  beasts.  He,  therefore,  gave  the  bound- 
ary of  their  special  locality,  that  no  mistake  could  arise  as  to  who 
they  were,  and  why  God  visited  them  with  such  terrible  judgments 
and  extermination  by  His  order.  There  is  one  other  thing  to  which 
we  will  devote  a  few  lines  just  here,  although  not  directly  a  part 
now  of  our  subject,  which  is  this :  Nine  ites  are  first  named  as  in- 
habiting the  "  land  of  Canaan,"  and  it  is  added  who  "  afterward 
were  the  families  of  the  Canaanite  spread  abroad."  From  these 
sprung  the  aboriginal  inhabitants  of  every  land — God  permitting  this 
for  the  reason  given  Joshua,  that  they  should  be  destroyed  "  little 
by  little "  lest  the  wild  beasts  multiply  and  the  land  go  to  waste. 
These  Canaanites  spread  abroad  are  our  Indians,  sent  by  God  in  ad- 


HIS   ETHNOLOGICAL  STATUS,  ETC. 


127 


vance  of  the  white  race,  to  keep  down  the  wild  beasts  until  the 
white  man  comes  to  possess  the  land,  when  they  are  then  destroyed 
"  little  by  little/' and  no  poiver  on  earth  can  prevent  it,,  for  such  is 
God's  decree,  and  man  can  not  reverse  it  by  any  law  or  'philanthropy, 
kindness  or  Christianity  that  may  be  attempted  for  their  preservation 
and  elevation  to  the  station  of  human  beings — none  but  pure  whites 
are  human  beings.  These  judgments  of  God  against  these  beings 
seem  to  be  indefensible  severity,  because  "  our  translators"  have 
(not  God)  made  them  men,  women  and  children,  bone  of  our  bones 
and  flesh  of  our  flesh,  all  of  which  is  untrue,  is  false.  But  how  differ- 
ent their  feelings  and  judgment  would  be,  can  be  readily  understood 
if  now  a  father's  child  had  brought  forth  from  a  beast,  quadruped 
of  any  kind.  What  would  every  heart  and  every  soul  of  man  say 
should  be  done  with  such  progeny?  Fortunately  for  the  whites 
God  has  so  ordered  that  they  can  descend  no  lower  than  the  negro 
in  this  line.  Not  so,  however,  with  the  negro — there  is  a  lower  deep 
than  the  negro  in  this  line  for  them,  as  scores  of  well  authenticated 
cases  of  the  kind  can  be  shown  to  have  taken  place  ivith  them, 
Nashville,  Tenn.,  can  furnish  several  instances  of  the  negro  and 
quadruped  production.  Should  God's  hatred  of  such  amalgama- 
tion be  less  than  what  Divine  inspiration  says? 

But  to  return  from  this  digression.  The  white  lineage  is  traced 
in  this  first  separation  with  exactitude  back  to  Noah.  To  these, 
and  only  to  these,  did  God  give  this  earth,  with  the  exception  tem- 
porarily before  named;  but  this  same  exception  and  same  land  God 
gave  subsequently  to  Abraham  for  a  possession  forever.  But  now 
for  the  certainty  of  this  grant  of  the  whole  earth  and  to  whom? 
God's  preface  of  this  grant  reads  thus:  "And  God  blessed  Noah 
and  his  sons  " — (all  of  the  sons — He  did  not  leave  out  Ham  in  blessing, 
this  is  one  thing  certain).  "And  God  spake  unto  Noah  and  to  his 
sons  (all  of  them)  with  him  saying:  And  I,  behold  I  establish  my 
covenant  with  you  (all  of  his  sons  included),  and  with  your  seed  after 
you,"  Ham  included.  "And  the  sons  of  Noah  that  went  forth  of 
the  ark  were  Shem,  and  Ham,  and  Japheth.  These  are  the  three 
sons  of  Noah,  and  of  them  was  the  whole  earth  overspread."  The 
division  of  the  earth  and  the  separation  of  the  sons  of  Adam  and  on 
which  Moses  commented,  are  recorded  in  Gen.  x.,  and  we  here  have 
God's  blessing  upon  Noah  and 'his  sons;  and  then  we  have  God's 
"  covenant  "  made  with  Noah  and  his  sons  and  their  seed  after  them. 
But  who  were  Noah's  sons,  and  how  many  of  them  did  God  bless 
and  make  this  covenant  with?  Inspiration  answers  thus:  "And  the 
sons  of  Noah  that  went  forth  of  the  ark  were  Shem,  and  Ham,  and 
Jnpheth,  these  are  the  three  sons  of  Noah,  and  of  them  (the  whole 
of  them)  was  the  whole  earth  overspread."  Now,  reader,  if  the 
whole  earth  belongs  to  them  by  "covenant"  patent  from  the  Al- 
mighty, where  is  the  negro  to  lay  his  patent?  The  whole  earth  is 
covered  by  Shem,  Ham  and  Japheth's  patent  from  God,  and  they 
all  white,  then  where  is  the  "equal  brother,"  the  negro,  to  lay  his 
patent  for  even  the  dimensions  of  "his  foot?"  We  did  not  know 
until  we  took  up  the  investigation  of  these  "  land  titles  to  this 
earth,"  that  Abraham  was  a- "lawyer,"  and  understood  "deeds  and 
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covenants,"  and  that  a  deed  or  a  covenant  gave  right  only  to  the  cov- 
enantee.  To  the  character  of  the  "  Father  of  the  faithful  and  of 
many  nations,"  we  found  we  had  to  add  that  of  a  legal  and  good 
lawyer  who  understood  "bogus"  titles  as  well  as  honest  valid  ones. 
Abraham,  it  appears  from  the  "  record,"  wished  to  purchase  the 
"field  and  the  cave  (machpela)  that  is  therein"  for  a  burial  place 
for  Sarah,  his  wife.  This  field  and  cave  was  then  in  possession  of 
Ephron,  the  Hittite.  Did  Abraham  apply  to  Ephron,  the  Hittite,  to 
buy  it?  No.  Who  then?  The  country  containing  this  "field 
and  cave"  God  had  given  to  Heth,  a  pure  white  descendant  of 
Noah,  and  Abraham  knew  that  God  had  given  no  part  of  this  earth 
to  either  the  blacks  or  mulattoes;  and,  therefore,  he  addressed  him- 
self, nob  to  Ephron,  for  he  knew  he  had  no  valid  title  or  possession 
of  *  the  land  from  God,  and  therefore  he  addressed  himself  to  the 
"  children  of  Heth,"  and  said  "  intreat  for  me 'to  Ephron,  the  son 
Zohar,  that  he  may  give  me  the  cave  machpela  which  he  hath, 
which  is  in  the  end  of  his  field,"  showing,  notwithstanding,  he  paid 
the  four  hundred  shekels  of  silver  for  it,  that  he  did  not  recognize 
Ephron's  right  to  either  own  or  sell  it.  Abraham  knew  that  God 
had  given  this  earth,  not  a  part,  but  the  whole  of  it  to  Noah  and 
his  pure  white  descendants  from  Adam  and  Eve,  and  to  none  other. 
And,  therefore,  He  compelled  the  title  which  Ephron  claimed  to 
hold  under,  to  pass  back  to  the  children  of  Heth,  the  rightful  owners 
from  God.  Abraham  would  not  and  did  not  acknowledge  any  such 
bogus  title.  You  ask  how  do  we  know  it?  We  reply,  that  we  know 
it  by  the  logic  of  facts — of  God's  facts;  for  God  caused  it  to  be  "  re- 
corded "  in  three  different  places,  and  under  different  circumstances 
that  Abraham  bought  the  field  and  cave  therein  "  from  the  children 
of  Heth  "  as  follows :  The  first  "  record  "  is  found  at  the  time  of  the 
purchase,  Gen.  xxiii:  20,  and  stands  thus:  "And  the  field  and  the 
cave  that  is  therein  were  made  sure  unto  Abraham  for  &  possession  of 
a  burying  place  by  the  sons  of  Heth,"  not  Ephron  the  Hittite.  And 
the  second  place  of  "  record  "  is  found  in  Gen.  xxv :  10,  thus :  "  The 
field  which  Abraham  purchased  of  the  sons  of  Heth,  there  was  Abra- 
ham buried  and  Sarah  his  wife."  The  third  "record"  of  the  title 
deed  is  found  in  Gen.  xlix :  31,  32,  thus :  "  There  they  buried  Abra- 
ham and  Sarah  his  wife ;  there  they  buried  Isaac  and  Eebekah  his 
wife  ;  and  there  I  buried  Leah.  The  purchase  of  the  field  and  of 
the  cave  that  is  therein  was  from  the  children  of  Heth."  No  mulatto 
in  the  "  deed."  Eeader,  why  all  this  particularity  in  reciting  that 
Abraham  bought  the  field  and  cave  from  the  sons  of  Heth — "  from 
the  children  of  Heth,"  and  that,  too,  from  the  day  of  the  purchase, 
when  the  account  shows  that  it  was  then  the  "  recognized  "  property 
of  Ephron,  the  Hittite,  if  God  had  not  limited  the  right  of  ownership 
of  all  this  earth  to  the  white  race  alone  f 

Reader,  what  is  here  shown  from  the  division  of  the  earth  among 
the  sons  (descendants)  of  Noah  and  the  separation  of  the  sons  of  Adam 
at  the  same  time?  Certainly  that  the  whites  alone  had  a  "  patent" 
from  God,  and  that  patent  covered  the  whole  earth.  The  covenantee 
being  white,  excludes  the  blacks ;  and  we  have  seen  that  Abraham 
refused  to  accept  a  deed  from  the  mulatto.    Will  these  things  teach 
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us  anything?  No.  All  c< Christendom "  is  hell  bent  to  go  with  the 
devil,  with  perhaps  a  few  exceptions,  who  may  be  unwilling  to 
count  themselves  unworthy  of  eternal  life,  may  come  out  and  be- 
lieve that  God  means  what  He  says.    But  the  great  mass  will  not. 

But  there  was  a  second  separation  of  the  whites;  this  was  from 
the  mulattoes,  and  took  place  in  the  family  of  Isaac.  "Jacob  have 
I  loved,  but  Esau  have  I  hated."  So  says  Divine  inspiration.  But 
who  believes  now  in  Divine  inspiration  and  truth  of  God's  Word? 
Not  one  in  a  million  of  professed  Christians  but  are  infidels  to  God's 
Word.  How?  God  told  Adam  and  Eve  that  if  they  ate  the  for- 
bidden fruit  they  would  die.  The  first  preacher  on  earth  was  the 
devil,  and  he  said,  "  Ye  shall  not  surely  die,"  and  they  believed 
him,  ate  and  died.  And  so  it  has  been  ever  since  with  the  people, 
they  will  believe  their  preachers  "  rather  than  God.  Keader,  sup- 
pose you  and  I  had  lived  in  the  days  of  our  Savior,  and  had  asked 
every  learned  Jew  in  Jerusalem  and  in  Judea,  every  Jewish  Kabbi 
or  D.D.,  every  high  priest  and  ruler  in  or  out  of  the  synagogue  this 
question :  Do  you  believe  in  God?  All  would  answer  yes.  Do  you 
believe  in  Moses?  All  would  say  yes.  Do  you  believe  in  the 
prophets?  Same  affirmative  answers  would  be  given.  Then  why 
reject  him  of  whom  God  spake,  and  of  whom  Moses  and  the  prophets 
did  write  ?  Why  did  you  stone,  murder  and  imprison  these  prophets 
whom  God  had  sent  unto  you?  It  is  because  God's  Word  is  still  be- 
lieved  in  this  same  way  to  this  day,  that  the  icorld  is  now  cursed  with  so 
many  sects,  and  all  professing  to  believe  God's  Word,  and  that  they  arc 
guided  by  it.  They  seem  to  forget  that  God  means  literally  what 
He  said,  and  that  His  Word  is  to  be  interpreted  and  understood 
just  as  we  interpret  and  understand  each  other  in  our  speech. 

But  to  return  to  the  second  separation  that  God  made  of  His* 

Seople  and  from  whom  He  separated  them.  We  will  first  hear 
Loses.    He  said,  (Deuteronomy  xxxii) : 

"  Give  ear,  O  ye  heavens,  and  I  will  speak;  and  hear,  0  earth,  the* 
words  of  my  mouth," — large  auditory  this — "  because  I  will  publish 
the  name  of  the  Lord;  ascribe  ye  greatness  unto  our  God.  He  is 
the  Bock,  (the  foundation  whence  Adam  started  and  on  which  he 
and  his  seed  are  built  up,)  His  work  is  perfect;  for  all  His  ways  are 
judgment :  a  God  of  truth  and  without  iniquity,  just  and  right  is* 
He."  (The  fifth  verse  is  transposed  by  the  copyist  of  thft  manu- 
script, and  should  come  after  the  thirty-first,  as  we  shall  see  pres- 
ently.) "  Kemember  the  days  of  old,  consider  the  years  of  many 
generations:  ask  thy  father,  and  he  will  show  thee  ;  thy  elders,  and 
they  will  tell  thee  ;  when  the  Most  High  divided  to  the  nations  their 
inheritance,  when  he  separated  the  sons  of  Adam,  he  set  the  bounds 
of  the  people  according  to  the  number  of  the  children  of  Israel.  For 
the  Lord's  portion  (of  the  earth)  is  His  people;  and  Jacob  is  the  lot 
of  His  inheritance." 

Remember  who  it  is  that  is  addressed,  the  heavens  and  earth. 
When  the  Most  High  divided  to  the  nations  (the  sons  of  Adam, 
goimf)  their  inheritance,  he  set  the  bounds  of  the  people  according  to 
the  number  of  the  children  of  Israel.  Jacob  is  called*  Israel.  Let 
us  see  if  we  can  positively  know  this  number  so  as  to  learn  exactly 
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the  number  of  nations  to  whom  God  allotted  the  earth.  "  Jacob  is 
Israel."  Moses  says,  Exodus  i :  5 :  "  And  all  the  souls  (naphesh) 
that  came  out  of  the  loins  of  Israel  were  seventy  souls,"  naphesh. 
The  bounds  of  the  people  to  whom  the  earth  was  given  by  God  are 
limited  to  the  number  of  the  children  of  Israel  as  nations,  who  alone 
should  possess  it.  Now  turn  to  the  tenth  chapter  of  Genesis  and 
you  will  see  that  the  number  of  nations  among  whom  the  earth  was 
divided  was  seventy  also.  There  are  several  strange  omissions,  addi- 
tions and  transpositions  of  verses  in  the  Hebrew  manuscript  of  the 
book  of  Genesis,  which  will  be  noted.in  our  other  work,  all  of  them 
easily  corrected  by  other  manuscripts  and  versions.  One  of  these 
omissions  occurs  in  this  chapter.  The  family  of  Phut  is  entirely 
omitted  by  the  transcriber  of  the  Hebrew  and  as  shown  by  our 
Bible,  but  is  found  in  other  manuscripts,  and  consisted  of  nine,  and 
it  looks  as  if  intended  by  the  copyist,  for  he  has  substituted  the  nine 
ites  as  nations  in  lieu  of  them.  But  the  number  of  the  children  of 
Israel  and  the  number  of  the  nations  of  the  sons  of  Adam  with 
whom  God  divided  the  earth,  are  exactly  the  same  and  as  stated  <by 
Moses.  The  lot  of  God's  inheritance  we  are  plainly  told  is  Jacob. 
How  is  Jacob  the  lot"  of  God's  inheritance  ?  In  Isaac  thy  seed  shall 
be  called.  Isaac  had  two  sons,  Esau  and  Jacob  ;  Esau  had  taken  to 
wife  Judith,  the  daughter  of  Beeri  the  Hittite,  and  Bashemath,  the 
daughter  of  Elon  the  Hittite,  and  his  having  done  so  was  a  "grief  of 
mind,"  " great  bitterness  of  spirit"  unto  Isaac  his  father  and  Re- 
bekah  his  mother.  This  prejudice  of  the  whites  agairst  amalgama- 
tion with  negroes  and  mulattoes  you  see  is  not  recent,  but  dates  back 
to  the  time  when  God  said,  "I  will  put  enmity  between  you  (the 
negro)  and  the  woman,  (white,)  and  between  your  seed  and  her 
seed."  God  cursed  Cain,  the  first  amalgamator  as  well  as  first  mur- 
derer, and  drowned  the  world  for  this  offense.  JNoah  cursed  his 
grandson  Canaan  after  the  flood  for  a  similar  offense,  and  by  God's 
judgment  they  were  confused  and  scattered  at  Babel,  burnt  up  in 
Sodom  and  Gomorrah,  and  exterminated  by  God's  order  from  the 
land  of  Canaan  ;  and  Abraham  before  he  died  made  his  servant 
swear  "by  the  Lord,  the  God  of  heaven,  and  the  God  of  the  earth, 
that  thou  shalt  not  take  a  wife  unto  my  son  of  the  daughters  of  the 
Canaanites,  among  wThom  I  dwell."  "And  Isaac  called  Jacob  and 
blessed  him,  and  charged  him,  and  said  unto  him,  Thou  shalt  not  take 
a  wife  of  the  daughters  of  Canaan."  There  is  a  daring  interpretation 
of  the  word  Heth  twice  in  the  fortieth  verse  of  the  twenty-seventh 
chapter  of  Genesis,  which  any  reader  can  detect  by  reading  the 
thirty-fourth  verse  of  the  twenty-sixth  chapter. 

But  further :  Dinah,  the  daughter  of  Jacob  and  Leah,  was  taken 
by  Shechem,  the  son  of  Hamor  the  Hivite,  prince  of  the  country,  and 
lay  with  her,  and  his  soul  clave  unto  Dinah  and  he  loved  the  dam- 
sel, and  said  unto  his  father,  Get  me  this  damsel  to  wife.  The  suit 
failed,  although  it  is  said  of  him  that  he  was  more  honorable  than  all 
the  house  of  his  father.  Simeon  and  Levi  slew  Hamor  and  his  son 
and  all  the  males,  spoiled  their  city,  and  took  their  flocks  and  all 
they  had,  their  wives  and  little  ones  took  they  captive.  This 
alarmed  Jacob;  being  few  in  number,  he  feared'  the  Canaanites 
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would  gather  themselves  together  against  him  and  slay  him,  and  his 
house  be  destroyed.  But  none  of  those  things  happened  to  him. 
Why?  It  was  just  and  reasonable  that  he  should  believe  so  for 
such  apparent  barbarity,  and  had  they  been  human  beings  it  would 
doubtless  have  been  realized.  But,  reader,  who  prevented  the  reali- 
zation of  Jacob's  worst  fears ?  It  was  God  himself.  How?  "  And 
God  said  unto  Jacob,  Arise,  go  up  to  Bethel,  *  *  *  and  as  they 
journeyed  the  terror  of  God  was  upon  the  cities  that  were  round 
about  them  and  they  did  not  pursue  after  the  sons  of  Jacob.''  Now 
here  is  a  case,  if  Hamor  and  his  people  had  been  the  children  of 
Adam  and  Eve,  of  most  inexcusable  barbarity,  yet  God  approbated 
it.  The  young  man  dearly  loved  Dinah,  "his  soul  clave  unto  her," 
he  was  a  prince,  of  wealth,  and  more  honorable  than  any  of  his 
father's  house,  humanly  speaking,  a  most  excellent  match  for  Jacob's 
daughter ;  yet  he  and  all  his  people  are  murdered,  slain,  their  city 
sacked,  flocks  and  herds,  women  and  children  taken  captives,  and 
with  God's  approbation  and  protection.  The  young  prince  had  pro- 
posed to  repair  the  affront  he  gave  in  the  most  honorable  manner 
that  could  be,  and  would  be  deemed  so  in  this  day ;  but  the  prince 
being  a  mulatto,  neither  human  nor  brute,  the  insult  could  only  be 
condoned  with  God's  approbation  by  the  slaughter  of  every  male,  the 
prince  included. 

But  we  are  not  done  yet  with  what  the  divine  writers  have  said 
of  this  second  separation,  and  Jacob  being  "  the  lot  of  God's  inheri- 
tance." There  were  seventy  nations  among  whom  God  divided  the 
earth ;  out  of  this  number  God  chose  one  to  be  the  lot  of  his  inheri- 
tance. When  and  under  what  circumstances  did  God  choose  Jacob 
as  "the  lot  of  his  inheritance?"  By  turning  to  the  thirty-second 
chapter  of  Genesis,  24-28  :  "  And  Jacob  was  left  alone,  and  there 
wrestled  a  man  with  him  until  the  breaking  of  the  day.  * 
And  he  said,  Let  me  go,  for  the  day  breaketh.  And  he  said,  I  will 
not  let  thee  go,  except  thou  bless  me.  And  he  said  unto  him,  What 
is  thy  name  ?  And  he  said,  Jacob.  And  he  said,  Thy  name  shall 
be  called  no  more  Jacob,  but  Israel :  for  as  a  prince  hast  thou  power 
with  God  and  with  men,  and  hast,  prevailed."  So  reads  the  strange 
translation  in  our  Bibles,  the  idea  contained  in  the  original  wholly 
obscured,  and  we  might  say,  entirely  lost.  The  following  translation 
is  required  by  the  Hebrew,  and  is  sustained  fully  and  completely  by 
the  subsequent  facts,  as  we  shall  presently  see-  "  For  thou  art  a 
prince  of  God,  having  power  from  God,  and  over  (enoshim,  the  mu- 
latto,) thou  shalt  also  prevail."  Now  for  the  logic  of  facts  sustain- 
ing this  rendering  of  the  ideas  contained  in  the  original.  In  the 
incident  of  Dinah  and  the  Shechemites,  it  is  plain  Jacob  did  prevail 
over  them,  contrary  to  his  hopes,  "by  the  power  he  had  from  God." 
This  can  not  be  questioned.  Jacob  was  the  father  of  the  twelve 
tribes — tribes  of  Israel.  When  these  were  about  to  enter  into  Canaan, 
the  land  promised  to  Abraham,  to  Isaac,  to  Jacob,  and  their  seed 
after  them,  God  directed  Moses  and  Joshua  "  to  leave  nothing  alive 
that  breathed,"  all  should  be  destroyed. 

The  inhabitants  were  mulattoes,  and  of  the  kind  destroyed  by 
Jacob's  sons  for  the  infamy  practiced  toward  their  sister  Dinah  ; 
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both  were  done  by  and  with  the  approbation  and  authority  and 

power  from  God.  There  is  a  singular  expression  made  by  Jacob  in 
the  thirtieth  verse  of  the  thirty-second  chapter :  "  For  I  have  seen 
God  face  to  face  and  my  life  is  preserved."  In  the  thirty-fifth  chap- 
ter, God  again  appeared  unto  Jacob  and  said,  "  Thy  name  is  Jacob : 
thy  name  shall  not  be  called  any  more  Jacob,  but  Israel  shall  be  thy 
name.  And  He  (God)  called  his  name  Israel"  Now,  reader,  mark : 
every  thing  named  by  God  was  under  rule  or  law  to  God ;  God 
named  Adam  ;  nations  are  composed  of  individuals  of  Adam's  race, 
and  God  named  them  "  nations/'  goim.  Did  not  Moses  deliver  the 
laws  of  God  to  the  children  of  Israel  as  a  nation  ?  Certainly  he  did. 
Among  these  laws  was  one  which  required  that  they  should  leave 
alive  nothing  that  breathed  of  the  cities  and  people  of  "  the  land 
which  the  Lord  thy  God  giveth  thee,"  including  all  the  mulattoes 
of  Canaan  called  "  Canaanites."  But  to  return  to  Jacob's  express- 
ion why  he  used  it.  God  bestowed  the  name  Israel  upon  him,  and 
which  name  explains  Jacob's  meaning.  The  reader  will  bear  in 
mind  what  we  have  said  about  the  Hebrew  term  ish,  while  naturally 
belonging  to  the  negro,  that  it  is  nevertheless  the  word  by  which  all 
of  the  white  man's  moral  and  social  positions  are  designated.  As  a 
husband  under  social  rule  to  his  wife,  Adam  calls  himself  ish  ;  moral 
uprightness  is  something  that  is  also  under  rule,  Noah  was  a  just 
man,  ish,  etc  We  have  now  here  in  this  word  Israel  a  similar  use 
of  the  word  ish,  presenting  Jacob  as  a  political  prince  under  rule  also, 
as  is  plain  from  Jacob's  expression.  The  word  "  Israel  "is  formed 
therefore  from  three  Hebrew  words,  thus:  ish  (man,)  raah  (he  saw,) 
and  El  (God.)  This  compound  reading  to  Jacob  is,  he  or  man  saw 
God. 

We  will  again  return  to  Moses'  address  in  Deuteronomy  xxxii. 
He  says  of  God  that  "He  is  the  Rock,"  the  foundation,  the  begin- 
ning point  of  his  people  ;  as  the  Rock,  the  tables  of  stone  contained 
the  foundation,  the  beginning  point  of  the  nationality  of  his  people, 
and  the  wise  man  that  built  his  house  upon  a  rock,  which  will  stand 
as  our  Savior  tells  us ;  and  in  reply  to  Peter's  confession,  "  Thou  art 
the  Christ,  the.  son  of  the  living  God,  and  that  upon  this  truth/ 
which  you  have  confessed,  upon  this  rock  (foundation,  beginning 
point  of  Christianity,)  I  will  build  my  church,  and  the  gates  of  hell 
(hades)  shall  not  prevail  against  it."  We  then  understand  what  is 
the  divine  idea  attached  to  the  word  Rock — it  is  the  foundation,  the 
beginning  point.  Adam's  beginning  point  is  God,  "the  Rock  that 
begat  thee,"  verse  18.  This  is  clear  in  God's  Word,  and  clear  by 
the  logic  of  facts.  He  divided  the  earth  among  seventy  nations ;  of 
these  nations,  their  family  genealogies  are  specifically  traced  back  to 
Noah,  to  Adam  and  Eve,  and  to  God.  From  these  nations,  the 
people  of  which  is  the  Lord's  portion,  but  Jacob  was  the  lot  of  his 
inheritance  ;  for  God  had  set  the  bounds  of  Adam's  sons,  the  people, 
according  to  the  number  of  the  children  of  Israel.  There  were 
seventy  nations  at  the  first  division  and  separation — there  are  yet 
seventy  nations  who  are  the  owners  from  God  of  all  this  earth — all 
white,  not  a  negro  or  mulatto  lawfully  holds  or  can  hold  from  God 
one  foot  of  it.    But  this  is  outside  of  the  question  before  us.  The 
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reader  will  note  that  Moses  commences  first  with  God's  people — His 
portion  of  the  earth,  and  after  getting  through  with  them  rehearsing 
thei/  corruption  and  wickedness ;  he  then  speaks  of  their  enemies, 
their  adversaries,  and  in  verse  31  says  of  them  :  "  For  their  Rock  is 
not  as  our  Rock,  even  our  enemies  themselves  being  judges."  (Here 
properly  comes  in  verse  5.)  "  For  they  have  corrupted  themselves, 
their  spot  is  not  the  spot  of  His  children  ;  they  are  a  perverse  and 
crooked  generation."  (Here  verse  32  comes  in.)  "  For  their  vine 
is  of  the  vine  of  Sodom  and  of  the  fields  of  Gomorrah:  their  grapes 
are  grapes  of  gall,  their  clusters  are  bitter.  33.  Their  wine  is  the 
poison  of  dragons  and  the  cruel  venom  of  asps.  34.  Is  not  this  laid 
up  in  store  with  me  and  sealed  up  among  my  treasures  ?  35.  To  me 
belongeth  vengeance  and  recompense ;  their  feet  shall  slide  in  due 
time ;  for  the  day  of  their  calamity  is  at  hand,  and  the  things  that 
shall  come  upon  them  make  haste."  And  then  in  verse  43  :  "  Re- 
joice, O  ye  nations,  with  his  people :  for  He  will  avenge  the  blood 
of  His  servants  and  will  render  vengeance  to  His  adversaries  and 
will  be  merciful  unto  His  land  and  to  His  people.  The  first  time 
the  word  nation  or  nations  ever  occurred  on  earth  or  in  the  divine 
writings,  God  applied  it  to  the  whites,  and  to  the  whites  alone  is  it 
applied.  The  Hebrew  word  is  goim,  and  is  never  applied  to  the 
negro  or  mulatto  any  more  than  to  camels,  sheep  or  goats,  unless  by 
mistake  of  the  copyist  in  transcribing  the  manuscript.  Hence 
Moses  says,  "  Rejoice,  O  ye  nations,  with  His  people,"  Jacob,  the  lot 
of  God's  inheritance  among  the  nations. 

We  now  return  to  the  fifth  verse,  which,  as  we  have  said,  should 
follow  the  thirty-first  verse.  In  the  thirty-first  verse  Moses  makes 
an  assertion  that  their  rock  is  not  our  rock,  and  appeals  thus :  "  Even 
our  enemies  being  judges  themselves."  Their  rock  is  not  our  rock, 
our  enemies  being  themselves  judges.  How  were  they  to  tell  ?  How 
could  they  judge  of  what  was  in  the  heart,  to  know  whether  they 
were  God's  children  or  not  ?  No  man  then  or  now  can  do  this ;  but 
this  is  not  the  trouble.  Moses  well  knew  that  they  could  decide,  could 
judge  for  themselves  and  know  that  their  rock,  their  start  point,  was 
not  ours,  nor  like  ours,  for  he  then  appeals  to  the  fact  that  (1)  they 
had  corrupted  themselves,  (2)  that  their  color  (not  spot)  is  not  the 
color  of  God's  children.  By  this  their  color  Moses  knew  they  could  judge 
— that  by  their  difference  of  color  they  could  judge,  even  though  they 
were  enemies,  and  decide  correctly. 

How  any  man,  or  any  set  of  men,  as  translators  or  reviewers,  could 
translate  the  Hebrew  word  here  used,  by  the  English  word  "spot" 
or  pass  it  without  calling  honest  attertion  to  it,  Ave  cannot  compre- 
hend. A  white  man  is  white  all  over,  and  they  call  that  a  spot ;  a 
black  man  is  black  all  over,  and  that  is  another  spot,  is  it?  And  a 
mulatto  is  yellow  all  over,  and  that  is  another  spot.  To  these  add, 
that  all  the  terms  by  which  the  owners  of  these  various  colors,  here 
"  called"  spots,  are  translated  by  but  one  and  the  same  word,  man. 

We  will  now  refer  to  a  few  places  where  these  words  occur,  to 
show  the  reader  how  strangely  the  meaning  of  the  divine  writers  is 
lost  by  such  confounding.  The  third  verse  of  Psalms  ex.,  reads  thus 
in  our  Bibles:  "Thou  (God)  turnest  men  to  destruction;  and  sayest 
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return  ye  children  of  men."  We  will  now  write  it  and  put  the  two 
words  translated,  man  and  men,  in  the  Hebrew  from  which  the  trans- 
lation was  made.  "  Thou  turnest  enosh  to  destruction ;  but  sayest 
return  ye  children  of  Adhom."  God  turneth  the  mulatto,  enosh,  to 
destruction,  but  sayest,  return  ye  children  of  Adam.  Now  please 
turn  to  the  forty-ninth  Psalm,  second  verse:  "  Both  low  and  high, 
rich  and  poor  together."  No  Hebrew  scholar  could  ever  guess  what 
wras  the  original  of  this  line.  None  would  suspect  that  the  words 
beni  ha  Adhom  and  beni  ish  formed  the  original  for  "low"  and 
"  high," — "  the  sons  of  Adam,"  "  the  sons  of  the  negro."  In  the 
one  hundred  and  thirty-ninth  Psalm,  last  clause  of  the  nineteenth 
verse,  "  depart  from  me  therefore  ye  bloody  men"  anshey,  the  cross 
of  the  white  with  the  mulatto.  In  Genesis  vi. :  4,  last  clause,  "  which 
were  of  old,  men  of  renown."  Men  is  here  translated  from  anshey, 
the  mulatto,  and  the  proper  translation  should  be  this :  "  The  same 
became  mighty  men,  which  were  of  old  of  the  name  of  anshey  or 
Enosh,"  the  two  words  in  meaning  being  the  same,  although  one 
being  the  first  cross  of  white  and  black,  and  the  other  the  next  cross 
of  white  and  mulatto.  Again,  in  Psalms,  xcii.  :6:  "  A  brutish  man, 
ish."  Again,  in  Psalms,  lxii. :  9  :  "  Surely  men  of  Adam  of  low 
degree  are  vanity,  and  men  of  high  degree,  ish,  are  a  lie."  Again, 
Ecclesiastes,  iii. :  18-22  (We  will  write  it  as  it  stands  in  our  Bibles) : 
(18)  "  I  said  in  my  heart  concerning  the  estate  (state)  of  the  sons  of 
men,  that  God  might  manifest  them,  and  that  they  might  see  that  they 
themselves  are  beasts.  (19)  For  that  which  befalleth  beasts,  even  one 
thing  befalleth  them :  as  the  one  dieth,  so  dieth  the  other;  yea  they 
have  all  one  breath;  so  that  a  man  hath  no  preeminence  above  a 
beast,  for  all  is  vanity.  (20)  All  go  unto  one  place;  all  are  of  the 
dust  and  all  turn  to  dust  again.  (21)  Who  knoweth  the  spirit  of 
man  that  goeth  upward,  and  the  spirit  of  the  beast  that  goeth  down- 
ward to  the  earth.  (22)  Wherefore  I  perceive  that  there  is  nothing 
better  than  ^that  a  man  should  rejoice  in  his  own  work,  for  that  is  his 
portion :  for  who  shall  bring  him  to  see  wThat  shall  be  after  him." 

Now,  reader,  a  question  to  your  plain,  common  sense :  Did  not  the 
divine  wTriter  know  positively,  and  without  a  doubt,  that  God  did 
endow  and  confer  on  Adam  and  his  seed  a  "  something  "  that  should 
live  beyond  the  grave  ?  You  say  yes,  most  certainly.  Then  what 
mm  is  the  divine  writer  here  referring  to,  whom  he  had  manifested, 
made  plain,  that  they  could  even  see  that  they  themselves  are  beasts  f 
Certainly  these  men  are  not  Adam's  children,  for  these  are  the  sons 
of  God,  and  not  the  "sons"  of  a  beast.  Now,  reader,  see  how  plain, 
read  the  verses  over  again,  and  where  the  word  man  occurs,  substi- 
tute the  Hebrew  word  for  negro,  ish,  and  where  the  word  is  men,  put 
in  the  Hebrew  word  ishim,  the  plural  of  ish,  and  you  can  then  intel- 
ligently comprehend  the  divine  writer ;  or  you  may  substitute  the 
Hebrew  word  for  mulatto,  enosh  in  the  singular  in  the  one  place,  and 
enosliim  for  the  plural  in  the  other,  and  exactly  understand  to  whom 
the  sacred  writer  is  referring,  both  the  negro  and  the  mulatto  being 
without  the  endowment  of  immortality  beyond  the  grave  from  God. 
Our  Bible,  as  now  translated,  abounds  in  instances  like  these,  showing 
the  gross  impropriety  there  is  in  translating  all  these  words  adliom, 
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ha  adhom,  ish,  enosh  and  anshey,  by  one  and  the  same  word,  man, 
that  by  doing  so  they  force  the  mere  English  reader  to  accept  ideas 
most  abhorrent  to  God,  but  exactly  in  accordance  with  the  wishes  of  the 
devil.  Are  all  these  instances  of  God's  judgments  and  hatred  of  the 
negro  and  the  mulatto  to  pass  unnoticed,  nay,  not  only  unnoticed, 
but  by  such  strange  translations  to  compel  the  mere  Eng'ish  reader 
to  regard  them  equally  as  the  sons  of  God,  notwithstanding  God's 
curse  of  the  former,  and  that  the  latter  He  never  created,  and  who 
is  now  here  alone  from  man's  corrupt  passions  and  criminal  associa- 
tion with  beasts,  with  a  beast  f  Why  did  Abraham  swear  his  servant, 
in  regard  to  a  wife  for  Isaac,  that  she  should  not  be  a  Canaanite,  a 
mulattress?  Why  was  it  a  "  grief  of  mind,"  an  agony  of  heart  unto 
Isaac  and  Eebekah  that  Esau  married  the  Hittite  woman?  And 
why  did  they  send  Jacob  away  to  his  kindred  for  a  wife?  It  will 
not  do  to  say  that  these  things  were  done  that  the  lineage  of  our  Savior 
should  be  preserved,  for  that  could  as  readily  be  preserved  through 
these  ites  as  through  any  other  family.  This  is  plain  to  any  reader 
of  honest,  common  sense.  Then  there  must  be  a  higher,  nobler  and 
purer  reason  controlling  their  feelings  and  actions,  and  that  reason 
inspired  by  God  and  from  a  knowledge  of  the  truth  as  it  existed. 
But  there  is  another  very  important  fact  entirely  ignored  by  this 
manner  or  way  of  translating  all  these  different  words  by  one  word, 
man,  to  be  found  in  that  overruling  Providence  of  God,  in  causing 
Joseph  to  be  sent  down  into  Egypt,  and  afterward  that  of  his  father 
and  all  his  family,  where  they  were  evilly  entreated  four  hundred 
years.  Had  they  remained  in  the  land  of  Canaan,  a  further  amal- 
gamation, as  in  the  case  of  Esau,  might  ensue.  To  keep  Jacob,  who 
was  the  lot  (among  the  nations)  of  God's  inheritance,  pure,  He  thus 
caused  their  transference  to  Egypt,  and  their  residence  there  for 
four  hundred  years,  and  where  this  or  such  amalgamation  could  not 
take  place  with  either  blacks  or  mulattoes.  Joseph's  wife  was  an 
Egyptian,  with  God's  approbation.  Mizraim,  the  second  son  of 
Ham,  had  settled  (Egypt)  Mizraim  from  the  mouth  of  the  Nile  up 
to  Syene,  and  Kush,  the  elder  brother,  had  settled  from  Syene  up  to 
the  Blue  Nile,  and  which  was  called  the  land  of  Kush,  as  the  other 
was  called  the  land  of  Mizraim  I  both  pure  white  descendants  of 
Noah,  of  Adam  and  Eve,  and  were  so  when  Moses  and  Aaron  brought 
the  children  of  Israel  from  Egypt.  How  do  we  know  this?  Turn 
to  Exodus,  viii. :  17,  and  it  reads  thus :  "  For  Aaron  stretched  out  his 
hand  with  his  rod  and  smote  the  dust  of  the  earth,  and  i.t  became 
lice  in  man,  adhomP  Reader,  see  the  great,  the  exact  particularity 
in  God's  spirit  in  selecting  at  all  times  the  exact  word  to  convey  the 
exact  idea  God  intended.  Further,  if  the  opinions  of  the  " learned" 
are  of  any  value  as  to  the  reason  why  the  children  of  Israel  were 
positively  prohibited  from  marrying  or  giving  in  marriage  with  the 
Canaanites,  was  to  secure  and  preserve  the  lineage  of  the  Savior, 
why,  if  that  idea  be  the  true  one,  is  it  that  Joseph's  marriage  with 
an  Egyptian  woman  be  equally  fatal  ?  And  yet  Joseph's  marriage 
with  her  had  the  approbation  of  God.  And  why  is  it  that  in  the  laws 
of  God,  delivered  by  Moses  to  the  children  of  Israel,  provision  is 
made  to  naturalize  white  "  foreigners,"  and  all  the  ites  expressly 
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excluded  by  statute,  and  that  statute  made  by  God  Himself?  Both 
statutes  emanating  from  God,  and  the  one  inhibiting,  the  other 
ordaining  that  "  white  foreigners"  might  be  enrolled  as  children  of 
Israel.  Header,  God  has  destroyed  every  nation  on  earth  hitherto 
that  has  permitted,  or  countenanced,  or  by  statute,  law  or  constitution 
ordained  the  negro  and  mulatto's  social,  political  and  religious  equality 
with  the  whites  "  before  the  law,"  or  any  other  place.  Those  who 
have  done  it,  or  aided  in  doing  it,  God  will  damn  and  burn  with 
eternal  fire,  and  the  nations  now  recognizing  and  enforcing  this 
"  equality,"  God  will  destroy,  and  the  time  is  now  close  at  hand, 
and  their  destruction  will  usher  in  "the  anti-christ."  He  is  "the" 
anti-christ  wTho  denieth  the  Father, 

ANOTHEK  CLASS  OF  TESTIMONY. 

Does  God  contradict  Himself?  Does  He  make  one  set  of 
moral  laws,  ordaining  certain  moral  duties,  and  they  con- 
tradicting  other  moral  lows  and  moral  duties  ?  Does  God 
order  certain  moral  and  social  duties  to  be  performed,  and 
then  direct  them  to  be  violated,  f  Ariel  says,  no.  But  if 
the  "learned "  are  to  be  believed,  then  God  has  done 
all  this. 

As  we  shall  quote  from  the  Prophets  Ezra  and  Nehemiah,  it 
becomes  necessary  for  us  to  make  a  few  remarks  on  the  Book  or 
Books  of  the  Prophet  Ezra,  that  our  English  scholars  may  under- 
stand more  about  Ezra  and  his  books  than  appears  on  the  surface. 

Notwithstanding  the  "high"  praise  bestowed  latterly  upon  King 
James7  translators  for  "learning,"  yet  we  regret  that  contempora- 
neous history  does  not  by  any  means  sustain  this  reputation,  and, 
wre  will  add  that  our  private  judgment  of  their  performance  is, 
that  a  greater  set  of  bunglers,  pretending  to  he  "learned,"  could  not 
be  found,  if  to  find  bunglers  had  been  the  specific  dirty  his  majesty 
has  graciously  imposed  upon  himself.  But  this  will  come  up  in  our 
other  work,  and  will  not  be  pressed  here  but  for  one  special  object, 
wrhich  the  sequel  of  these  remarks  will  unfold  for  the  reader's 
benefit  now. 

We  have  now  in  our  Bibles  one  Book  of  Ezra,  of  ten  chapters ; 
and  we  have  in  the  Apocrypha  to  our  Bibles,  two  Books  of  Lsdras, 
containing  respectively  nine  and  sixteen  chapters.  Now  all  that  is 
found  in  Ezra  is  also  in  Esdras,  and  as  Apocryphal,  whose  authen- 
ticity as  being  inspired  is  not  admitted.  If  not  inspired  truth  in 
Esdras,  what  makes  the  same  words,  conveying  exactly  the  same 
ideas,  inspired  in  Ezra?  Now  the  truth  is,  if  one  is  inspired,  the 
other  is  equally  inspired;  if  one  is  Apocryphal,  the  other  is  equally 
so.  The  trouble  with  the  translators  was,  they  were  either  "  too 
learned,"  or  not  learned  enough  to  know  that  his  name  in  Hebrew  was 
Ezra,  and  in  Syro- Chaldaic,  Esdras,  that  the  writer  was  one  and  the 
same,  and  one  and  the  same  person.  The  translators  happening  to 
get  hold  of  a  manuscript  in  Hebrew  that  the  copyist  had  written  out 
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only  as  far  as  the  ten  chapters  go,  thus  leaving  the  remainder 
unfinished,  and  picking  up  Esdras,  in  the  Syro-Chaldaic  language, 
they  had  it  translated  and  placed  with  the  Apocryphal  Books.  For 
our  own  part,  we  neither  doubt  its  authenticity  nor  its  inspiration. 
And  the  Roman  Catholics  regrrd  it  as  canonical,  and  Esdras  makes 
a  part  of  the  Roman  Catholic  Bible,  the  Latin  Vulgate.  Our  reason 
for  thus  referring  to  this  matter  is,  that  the  reader  may  see  with  what 
propriety  we  refer  to  both  Ezra  and  Esdras,  and  decide  for  yourself 
the  credence  that  may  be  due  when  we  shall  refer  to  it,  as  we  shall 
do  presently,  to  sustain  certain  positions  in  regard  to  the  Jews  and 
mulattoes. 

The  position  that  we  intend  now  to  elaborate  is  this :  that  God  did 
institute  and  ordain  the  marriage  relation,  and  said  for  this  cause 
shall  a  man  forsake  his  father  and  his  mother,  and  shall  cleave  unto 
his  wife ;  that  a  man  shall  love  his  wife,  and  love  the  children  he 
has  by  her — and  that  he  shall  bring  them  up  in  the  nurture  and  the 
instruction  of  God.  Similar  duties  of  love  and  of  obedience  also 
is  exacted  of  the  woman,  and  that  children  shall  love  and  obey  their 
parents— honor  them  in  the  days  of  their  youth,  that  their  days  may 
be  long  in  the  land  which  the  Lord  thy  God  giveth  them. 

Now  if  the  reader  will  read  attentively  the  books  of  Ezra,  and 
Esdras,  and  Nehemiah,  he  will  see  (1)  why  God  permitted  Nebuch- 
adnezzar to  capture  Jerusalem,  burn  the  temple,  burn  the  city, 
carry  their  king  and  people  and  all  the  holy  vessels  to  Babylon,  and 
where  they  remained  seventy  years,  is  plainly  stated  to  be  because 
their  priests,  and  rulers,  and  others,  leading  men  of  the  Jews,  had 
taken  wives  of  the  mulattoes,  strange  flesh,  strange  women,  and  had  cor- 
rupted the  holy  seed  with  these  abominable  women  in  their  illicit 
intercourse  with  them.  (2)  That  on  their  return  to  Jerusalem, 
Ezra,  Nehemiah  and  others  determined  from  God's  authority,  that 
those  of  them  who  still  had  these  "wives"  of  these  mulattoes, 
"  strange  flesh,"  should  swear  on  the  altar  to  put  away  their  "wives" 
and  the  "  children  "  they  had  by  them — to  repudiate  the  whole  of 
them  be/ore  they  were  permitted  to  work  on  the  temple  in  rebuilding  it, 
or  even  upon  the  walls  of  the  city ;  thus  ignoring  God's  moral  laws 
which  He  commanded  when  He  instituted  and  ordained  the  mar- 
riage relations  bf  husband  and  wife,  and  of  parents  and  children. 
Reader,  can  you,  can  any  man  or  woman  of  sober  sense  believe 
that  God  can  so  contradict  himself?  can  so  contradict  and  ignore 
His  own  moral  laws  made  by  himself  and  made  to  govern  Adam 
and  his  seed  after  him,  had  these  wives  been  anything  but  beasts? 
Was  the  wife  and  children  of  Joseph  thus  repudiated  ?  No.  Why 
not?  She  was  not  of  the  family  relations  of  either  Jacob  or  Joseph. 
Look  at  the  fuss  of  Miriam  and  Aaron  against  Moses  because  he 
had  married,  as  is  wrongfully  stated  in  our  Bibles,  an  "  Ethiopian  " 
woman,  thereby  meaning  a  negress,  when  it  is  plain  she  was  a 
daughter  of  Abraham  through  Keturah ;  and  again,  as  in  the  case 
of  Joseph,  God  vindicated  Moses  and  his  wife  because  she  was  white. 
Reader,  God  is  not  believed  now.  Men,  " learned"  men,  will  not 
and  do  not  believe  God.  We  are  on  the  verge  of  a  time  such  as 
existed  in  the  days  of  Noah  before  the  flood,  and  the  "  eating  and 
12 
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drinking  and  giving  in  marriage  now,  is  of  the  same  moral  texture. 
Men  and  women  will  not  now  believe  God.  Why  accept  Joseph  and 
Moses'  wives,  and  reject  these?  We  now  refer  the  reader  to  the 
last  chapter  of  Zechariah.  The  whole  chapter  is  grand  in  its  des- 
cription of  one  of  the  grandest  events  in  earth's  sin -stained  history. 
The  exultation  of  the  prophet  is  sublime.  In  the  rapture  that 
seems  to  thrill  his  soul,  the  culminating  inspiration  of  the  grand 
scene  before  his  captivated  eyesight,  exultingly  draws  from  his 
heart  the  following  glowing  words:  "And  in  that  day  there  shall  be 
no  more  the  Canaanite  (the  mulattoes)  in  the  House  of  the  Lord  of 
Hosts."  No  more  the  mulatto  in  the  House  of  the  Lord —  no  more 
the  negro  in  the  House  of  the  Lord  of  Hosts.  Who  believes  the 
prophet?  Not  a  Roman  Catholic  or  Protestant  society  or  church 
on  earth.  Not  one  of  their  "  learned  men,"  or  leaders,  or  D.D.s. 
These  would  rather  be  damned  in  "  their  churches,"  and  all  their 
members  with  them,  sooner  than  believe  God  and  obey  Him  by 
"  coming  out  of  her "  my  people.  God  has  a  people  in  all  these 
establishments,  these  He  tells  to  "come  out"  —  the  leaders  will 
never  come  out,  this  God  knows,  and  therefore  He  does  not  address 
them,  but  only  "  His  people  "  (not  the  leaders)  that  have  been  mis- 
led into  them  by  their  leaders.  It  is  the  privilege  of  any  man  or 
woman,  son  or  daughter  of  Adam,  to  obey  God  and  be  saved,  and 
God  invites  them  to  do  so,  but  none  vvill  He  force  to  obey  Him,  for 
it  is  equally  man's  privilege  to  count  himself  univorthy  of  eternal  life. 

Reader,  one  question  to  you :  If  the  mulatto  or  negro  are  not  to 
be  in  the  House  of  the  Lord,  what  the  chances  of  getting  either  into 
heaven  ?  That  Adam  and  Eve  were  [white,  none  can  doubt,  ivho  have 
sense  enough  to  know  that  two  and  two  make  four,  whether  they  believe 
in  the  Bible  or  not,  and  certainly  those  who  believe  it  to  be  the  Word 
of  God,  can  not  question  the  fact  tiiat  God  did  make  each  of  them 
white.  "  God  is  light,  and  in  Him  there  is  no  darkness  (black)  at 
all."  Reverently  speaking,  God  could  not  make  a  black  "man," 
and  endow  him  with  the  smallest  portion  of  himself,  of  His  own 
immortality,  without  his  being  white  or  light  in  color,  any  more  than 
He  could  make  fire  without  the  endowments  of  light  and  heat;  and 
where  the  smallest  spark  exists,  there  is  necessarily  its  portion  of 
light.  God  being  the  Father  of  Adam  and  Eve,  they  must  equally 
necessarily  be  white,  as  there  is  no  darkness,  black,  in  God  their  Fa- 
ther, and  as  like  will  always  produce  its  li/ce;  and  we  are  expressly 
told  by  God  himself  that  He  made  Adam,  His  Son.  in  His  own  im- 
age (personal  form)  and  after  His  own  likeness  (color  and  endow- 
ments), neither  of  which  is  true  of  the  negro.  The  negro,  the 
black  "  man,"  God  did  create  to  be  the  attendant  of  Adam,  in  the 
same  relative  position  that  darkness,  blackness,  night,  attends  the 
day — darkness  first  and  light  next.  God's  care  over  His  works,  to 
keep  them  each  pure  from  every  amalgamation,  that  seeds  and  fruits 
of  all  kinds,  and  beasts  and  animals  of  all  descriptions  were  com- 
manded and  so  ordained  of  God  that  each  should  produce  their 
own  kind  in  their  own  image  and  likeness,  just  as  He  had  made 
Adam,  His  own  Son,  in  His  own  image  and  af  er  His  own  likeness. 
Nay,  so  very  exact  and  positive  was  God  in  His  commands  on  this 


HIS  ETHNOLOGICAL  STATUS,  ETC. 


139 


special  pcint,  that  before  the  children  of  Israel  had  planted  or 
raised  a  crop  of  any  kind  in  the  land  which  they  went  in  to  possess, 
Moses  renewed  the  law :  "  Thou  shalt  not  sow  thy  vineyard  (garden) 
with  divers  seeds,  lest  the  fruit  of  thy  seed  which  thou  hast  sown,  and  the 
fruit  of  thy  vineyard  be  defiled"  corrupted.  And  that  we  might  not 
mistake  that  this  particularity  was  intended  also  for  Adam,  God  ex- 
pressly tells  us  that  Adam  begat  a  son  in  his  own  likeness,  after  his 
image,  and  called  his  name  Seth.  Corrupted  garden  seed  fail  to  pro- 
duce— the  mule  fails  to  produce — the  mulatto,  the  offspring  of  blacks 
and  whites,  fails  to  produce  after  the  fifth  consecutive  crossing  by 
whites.  Reader,  does  not  all  these  facts,  all  these  judgments  of  God, 
all  this  particularity  of  Abraham,  Isaac,  Joseph,  Dinah,  etc.,  etc.,  and 
the  various  instances  shown  by  us  that  the  word  man  is  no  translation 
of  the  words  by  which  the  negro  and  the  various  shades  of  the 
mulattoes  are  designated  in  the  scriptures,  wre  ask  can  you  or  any 
honest  intelligent  man  pr  woman  believe  that  Adam  and  Eve  and 
their  pure  descendants  are  the  children  of  God,  and  at  the  same  time 
believe  blacks,  beasts,  in  God's  language,  and  the  mulatto,  are  equally 
the  children  of  God?  that  the  mulatto  which  is  neither  man  or 
beast,  but  a  11  something"  never  created  by  God,  but  put  here  alone 
by  man's  infamous  and  criminal  association  with  beasts,  and  conse- 
quently the  product  is  not  of  God's  creation,  and  therefore  without 
a  soul  from  God,  and  neither  negro  nor  mulatto  is  in  the  image 
•or  likeness  of  God?  Those  that  God  created  did  produce  their 
own  kind  in  their  own  image  and  after  their  own  likeness,  wThen  they 
came  forth  from  the  Almighty  Creator's  hands.  Every  nation  from 
remotest  antiquity,  that  countenanced  this  amalgamation,  or  equal- 
ized the  negro  and  mulatto  with  the  whites  "  before  their  laws," 
God  has  destroyed,  and  will  stamp  out  of  existence  this  and  all  other  gov- 
ernments now  on  earth  for  thus  violating  His  orders;  and  the  abettors 
and  agents  in  bringing  it  about,  religious  and, political,  God  will  burn 
up  in  the  lake  of  fire  and  brimstone.  God  will  be  obeyed  and  wo  to 
them  who  disobey  Him.  What  nation  of  all  that  have  been  on 
earth,  that  God  has  not  destroyed  for  this  sin  ?  We  appeal  to  you 
"  learned  men"  now  on  earth,  to  point  your  linger  to  a  single  excep- 
tion in  the  long  history  of  man's  inhumanity  to  man,  and  of  his 
crimes  against  God,  and  defy  you  to  find  that  exception!  And  all 
these  crimes  against  God  and  man  have  been  done  under  the  cloak 
of  religion,  ot  philanthropy,  of  kindness,  nay,  of  Christianity,  as 
though  you  thought  and  believed  that  your  philanthropy,  your  kindness, 
your  humanity  and  your  religion  -were  superior  to  that  of  God,  But  we 
will  now  take  up  the  question: 

Is  the  negro  the  original  tempter  of  Adam  and  JEve  f  and  as 
such  is  he  the  orginal  of  the  various  aliases,  Satan,  dragon 
that  old  serpent,  the  devil  f 

The  original  autograph  copy  of  Moses  and  the  prophets  has  long 
since  been  lost.  What  we  now  have  are  but  copies  made  by  man, 
and,  like  all  of  man's  works,  have  more  or  less  inaccuracy  in  them, 
unintentional  no  doubt,  of  words  omitted,  or  added,  or  a  wrong 
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word  put  in  occasionally,  and  in  two  instances  at  least,  six  verses 
omitted  in  one  place  and  thirteen  in  another  in  the  manuscripts 
fiom  which  our  Bible  is  translated.  These  will  be  shown  in  our  other 
work,  and  do  not  belong  to  the  questions  discussed  in  this.  But, 
besides  these  inaccuracies,  there  is  another  matter  of  very  great  im- 
portance which  has  not  received  the  attention  fronTbur  learned  men 
which  it  is  entitled  to,  which  is  this:  Moses  and  the  prophets  wrote 
without  using  punctuation  marks,  vowels  or  accent  marks.  These 
were  added  as  late  as  the  seventh  century  of  our  era  by  learned 
Jews ;  some  few  were  used  as  early  as  the  third  century,  but  most  of 
them  were  added  about  the  beginning  of  the  fifth,  and  others  added 
to  complete  it  in  the  seventh  century.  When  thus  completed,  the 
whole  was  called  the  Masora,  the  "  Masoretic  text."  These  Masoretic 
manuscripts  contain  the  text  of  the  Jewish  Hebrew  Bibles.  It  was 
from  those  that  our  translation  was  made  by  order  of  King  James. 
The  Jews  as  a  people  or  nation  did  reject  Jesus  of  Nazareth  as  the  Mes- 
siah. The  same  reasons  that  prompted  this  rejection  then  have  con- 
tinued from  that  day  to  this.  We  all  know  the  power  of  punctuation 
marks  in  controlling  the  sense  of  any  writing — that  the  Jews  so  read 
and  interpreted  their  sacred  books  then  as  ever  since  to  sustain  and 
justify  this  rejection,  is  unquestioned.  But  after  granting  to  the 
Jews  all  the  honesty  and  candor  that  should  be  accorded  to  gentle- 
men of  the  highest  integrity  and  learning,  as  we  cordially  do  now,  yet 
is  it  not  reasonable  to  suppose  that  they  would  punctuate  their  sacred 
writings  in  conformity  to  their  conscientious  belief,  that  Jesus  of 
Nazareth  was  not  the  Messiah  described  by  their  prophets  ?  They  cer- 
tainly would  do  so,  and  every  candid  conscientious  man  would  do 
the  same  under  the  same  circumstances.  It  is  true  that  all  manu- 
scripts of  the  Hebrew,  of  Moses  and  the  prophets,  are  and  may  be 
regarded  as  Jewish;  but  the  Jewish  Hebrew  Bible,  formed  from  this 
Masoretic  text,  is  the  accepted  standard,  to  which  reference  is  al- 
ways had  to  settle  authoritatively  any  doubts  that  may  arise  regard- 
ing the  proper  meaning  to  be  given  to  the  sentence  in  question. 
Now,  although  these  Jewish  manuscripts  are  entitled  to  regard  even 
with  the  addition  of  punctuation  marks  put  since  the  commence- 
ment of  the  Christian  era,  and  their  numerous  clerical  imperfections 
in  transcribing,  yet  they  are  not  entitled  to  be  exalted  over  all  other 
manuscripts  of  which  there  are  thousands  in  existence  and  many 
much  older,  as  well  as  ancient  versions,  all  possessing  more  or  less 
claims  for  equal  consideration  of  the  candid  scholar.  By  compar- 
ing and  collating  the«e,  the  exact  words  and  language  of  the  Divine 
original  can  as  readily  and  as  certainly  be  lound,  as  it  is  certain 
that  a  proper  metalurgist  can  select  from  a  pile  of  gold  coins  and 
spurious  coins,  all  the  genuine.  For  the  foregoing  reasons  we  do  not 
accept  the  present  Hebrew  text,  from  which  our  English  version  is 
made,  as  conclusive  in  settling  disputed  or  contradictory  renderings. 
And  the  reader  has  already  seen  our  objections  to  the  renderings  of  the 
Hebrew  words  adhom,  ha  adhom,  ish,  enosh  anskcy,  by  one  word, 
man,  of  our  translators,  and  that  we  by  no  means  regard  our  Bible 
as  perfect,  even  in  its  translation  of  the  Hebrew  te-xt,  such  as  it  is. 
In  the  Jewish  religious  paper,  published  in  New  York,  "  The  Asmo- 
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nean  "  of  July  22, 1853,  just  before  the  "  World's  Fair,"  there  was  an 
editorial  headed  as  follows :  "  What  we  would  like  to  see  at  the  World's 
Fair.  It  would  give  us  a  great  deal  of  pleasure  to  see  at  the 
World's  Fair  a  correct  English  version  of  the  Bible,"  etc.,  etc.,  fol- 
lowed by  a  number  of  excellent  remarks.  But  to  return  to  our 
subject, 

IS  THE  NEGRO  THE  ORIGINAL  TEMPTER  OF  ADAM 
AND  EYE,  ETC? 

We  will  first  quote  from  the  third  chapter  of  Genesis,  as  it  stands 
in  our  Bibles,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  its  innate  obscurities,  con- 
tradictions, absurdities,  and  violations  of  common  sense  and  truth. 
(1)  "  Now  the  serpent  was  more  subtile  than  any  beast  of  the  field 
the  Lord  God  had  made.  And  He  said  unto  the  woman  (false  read- 
ing, He  said  unto  the  wife)  yea  hath  God  said,  Ye  shall  not  eat  of 
every  tree  of  the  garden.  (2)  And  the  woman  (wife)  said  unto  the 
serpent,  We  may  eat  of  the  fruit  of  the  trees  of  the  garden;  (3) 
but  of  the  fruit  of  the  tree  which  is  in  the  midst  of  the  garden  God 
hath  said  ye  shall  not  eat  of  it,  neither  shall  you  touch  it  lest  ye  die. 
(4)  And  the  serpent  said  unto  the  woman  (wife),  Ye  shall  not  surely 
die;  (5)  for  God  doth  know  that  in  the  day  ye  shall  eat  thereof,  then 
your  eyes  shall  be  opened,  and  ye  shall  be  as  gods,  knowing  good  and 
evil.  (6)  And  when  the  woman  (wife)  saw  that  the  tree  was  good  for 
food,  and  that  it  was  pleasant  to  the  eyes  and  a  tree  to  be  desired  to 
make  one  wise,  she  took  of  the  fruit  thereof,  and  did  eat,  and  gave 
also  unto  her  husband  with  her,  and  he  did  eat;  (7)  and  the  eyes  of 
them  both  were  opened,  and  they  knew  that  they  were  naked ;  and 
they  sewed  fig  leaves  together,  and  made  themselves  aprons ;  (8)  and 
they  heard  the  voice  of  the  Lord  God  walking  in  the  garden  in  the 
cool  of  the  day;  and  Adam  and  his  wife  hid  themselves  from  the 
presence  of  the  Lord  God  among  the  trees  of  the  garden.  (9)  And 
the  Lord  God  called  unto  Adam,  and  said  unto  him,  Where  art 
thou  ?  (10)  And  he  said,  I  heard  Thy  voice  in  the  garden,  and  I  was 
afraid  because  I  was  naked,  and  I  hid  myself.  (11)  And  He  said, 
Who  told  thee  that  thou  wast  naked?  Hast  thou  eaten  of  the  tree 
whereof  I  commanded  thee  that  thou  shouldst  not  eat?  (12)  And 
the  man  (husband)  said,  The  woman  (wife)  Thou  gavest  to  be  with 
me,  she  gave  me  of  the  tree,  and  I  did  eat.  (13)  And  the  Lord 
God  said  unto  the  woman  (wife),  What  is  this  that  thou  hast  done? 
And  the  woman  (wife)  said,  The  serpent  beguiled  me,  and  I  did  eat. 
(14)  And  the  Lord  God  said  unto  the  serpent,  Because  thou  (ha 
nachash)  hast  done  this,  thou  art  cursed  above  all  cattle,  and  above 
every  beast  of  the  field ;  upon  thy  belly  shalt  thou  go,  and  dust 
shall  thou  eat  all  the  days  of  thy  life;  (15)  and  I  will  put  enmity 
between  thee  and  the  woman,  and  between  thy  seed  and  her  seed ; 
and  #  shall  bruise  thy  head,  and  thou  shalt  bruise  his  heel;  (16) 
unto  the  woman  (wife),  He  said,  I  will  greatly  midtiply  thy  sorrow 
and  thy  conception  ;  in  sorrow  thou  shalt  bring  forth  children  ;  and 
thy  desire  shall  be  to  thy  husband,  and  he  shall  rule  over  thee.  (17) 
And  unto  Adam  He  said,  Because  thou  hast  hearkened  unto  the 
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voice  of  thy  wife,  and  hast  eaten  of  the  tree  of  which  I  commanded 
thee,  saying,  Thou  shalt  not  eat  of  it,  cursed  is  the  ground  for  thy 
sake;  in  sorrow  shalt  thou  eat  of  it  all  the  days  of  thy  life;  (13) 
thorns  also  and  thistles  shall  it  bring  forth  to  thee ;  and  thou  shalt  eat 
the  herb  of  the  field  ;  (19)  in  the  sweat  of  thy  face  shalt  thou  eat 
bread  till  thou  return  unto  the  ground;  for  out  of  it  thou  wast 
taken,  for  dust  thou  art,  and  unto  dust  shalt  thou  return. " 

The  reader  will  observe  that  we  have  inserted  the  word  wife  in 
place  of  woman.  The  reasons  for  this  are  obvious :  The  word  requires 
it,  and  the  time  when  this  conversation  took  place  is  not  stated,  and 
another  woman  might  have  been  introduced  into  the  world,  but  not 
another  wife,  since  Adam's  marriage.  And,  secondly,  the  Hebrew 
word  islishah  is  here  used,  and  is  the  word  by  which  Adam  des- 
ignated his  wife,  and  as  an  husband,  he  designated  himself  ish,  the 
masculine  of  ishshah;  as  a  "woman"  Eve  is  not  designated  ishshah9 
but  ha  chavah ;  and  as  a  "man  "  Adam  is  net  designated  ish,  but 
ha  adhom. 

The  reader  will  next  observe  what  it  is  that  is  cursed  by  God;  that 
although  both  Adam  and  Eve  are  subjected  to  chastisements,  which 
are  specifically  mentioned,  yet  neither  of  them  are  cursed.  But  they 
will  see  that  the  "  serpent"  (?)  was  cursed  of  God — that  which  did  the 
talking  with  Ave,  "Thou,  ha  nachash  (the  nachash)  art  cursed.  The 
beginning  of  the  first  verse  of  the  third  chapter,  the  word  in  Hebrew 
is  the  same,  ve  ha  nachash,  that  is  here  repeated  by  the  Lord  God, 
thereby  rendering  the  identification  perfect  as  to  who  or  what  God 
did  curse.  What  is  the  effect  of  God's  curse?  He  cursed  Cain,  and 
the  divine  wrriters  plainly  tell  us  in  regard  to  him,  "  that  no  murderer 
hath  eternal  life  abiding  in  him."  Our  Savior  cursed  the  barren  fig 
tree,  and  lo  it  withers  and  dies  immediately.  But  Cain  did  not  die 
immediately,  neither  did  ha  nachash.  Everything  cursed  by  God  is 
to  be  burnt  up. 

With  these  preliminary  remarks  before  the  reader,  we  now  ask  his 
attention  to  another  outside  question,  as  necessary  to  be  understood 
— perfectly  understood  before  the  reader  can  comprehend  anything 
proving  any  part  of  the  subject  of  investigation  in  this  chapter. 
And  that  outside  question  is  this:  Did  Moses,  by  God's  direction, 
give  a  full  account  of  the  creation  of  the  heavens  and  earth  and  all 
their  tenantry  f  If  he  did  not  give  such  an  account,  covering  ei-ery 
thing  God  created,  when  He  made  the  heavens  and  the  earth,  "and 
all  the  hosts  of  them,"  how  do  we  know  if  He  omitted  anything  f 
And  if  He  did  omit  any  thing  or  being,  how  do  we  know  what  the 
things  or  beings  are  that  are  thus  omitted  by  Himf  The  authority  to 
add  them  subsequently,  and  the  divine  record  of  them  are  as  im- 
portant for  us  to  know  when  and  why  they  we:  e  added,  and  if  divinely 
recorded  by  God's  direction  and  authoHty,  as  for  us  to  know  that  what 
is  in  the  first  account  were  created  by  God,  and  by  His  inspiration 
written  for  our  instruction.  This  being  true,  then  we  ask  where  is 
this  "appendix"  to  the  things  or  beings  created  by  God  to  be  found 
recorded  in  His  Word  and  by  His  divine  inspiration  ?  Reader,  what 
answer  do  you  give?  We  do  not  ask  "  the  learned"  nor  those  who 
claim  their  association  and  yield  their  homage  to  such  mytholistic 
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gods,  as  are  called  "  learned  men,"  for  "in  this  world's  wisdom  "  they 
know  the  least  in  regard  to  God  and  His  creation  of  the  heavens  and 
the  earth  of  all  that  ever  walked  the  surface  of  this  globe.  The  world 
by  its  wisdom  did  not  know  God  in  St.  Paul's  day,  and  does  not 
know- Him  now.  Reader,  our  reason  for  thus  saying  is  this :  these 
learned  tell  us  from  thousands  of  pulpits,  from  myriads  of  presses, 
from  untold  millions  of  lips,  that  this  world  is  now  infested,  and  has 
been  from  the  fall  of  Adam  and  Eve,  with  the  presence  of  a  certain 
old  gentleman  called  the  tempter,  satan,  that  old  dragon,  the  serpent,  the 
devil.  That  this  "  old  gentleman  "  was  once  an  inhabitant  of  heaven, 
and  for  kicking  up  a  "  rookery  "  of  some  kind  there,  that  God  kicked 
or  drove  him  out  in  some  way,  and  sent  him,  as  &  penal  punishment, 
to  the  "penal  colony"  of  this  "earth"  where  all  was  innocence,  all 
was  "good,"  all  was  "very  good,"  and  whose  capital  then  was  the 
Garden  of  Eden.  All  this  is  regarded  as  true  according  to  "  the 
gospel  of  John  Milton,"  and  the  "  learned,"  but  to  no  others.  This 
omnipresent  "gentleman"  whose  name  figures  so  largely  in  "ser- 
mons" in  "books  of  the  learned,"  as  filling  every  heart  and  every 
thought  of  every  man,  woman  and  child  upon  earth,  at  one  and  the 
same  moment  over  the  whole  broad  surface  of  this  earth,  is  one  of 
their  mythical  gods.  Strange  they  have  not  sense  enough  to  know 
that  if  this  were  true,  that  the  thought  that  was  in  the  heart  or 
mind  (they  have  not  told  us  whether  he  has  either)  of  their  father, 
the  devil,  at  one  moment,  that  the  same  thought  must  necessarily  be 
in  the  hearts  and  minds  of  all  his  children  also,  and  at  the  same 
moment  over  all  the  earth  if  they  get  their  inspiration  from  him, 
and  that,  therefore,  the  same  sin  or  crime  Would  be  committed  sim- 
ultaneously over  the  whole  globe  at  one  and  the  same  time;  and  if 
this  is  not  done,  ergo,  the  devil  did  not  inspire  it,  and  if  he  did  not 
inspire  it,  and  require  its  perpetration  simultaneously  all  over  the 
world,  then  the  devil  is  not  the  inspirer  of  all  evil.  Do  not  mistake 
us,  reader,  there  is  a  tempter,  and  with  all  the  different  aliases,  but 
who  or  what  he  or  it  is  we  shall  see  presently,  suffice  it  now  that 
every  man  is  tempted  of  his  own  lusts,  and  lust  having  conceived 
bringeth  forth  sin,  says  the  infallible  Instructor,  the  Word  of  God. 

But  to  return  to  our  point.  Is  Moses'  account  of  the  creation  full, 
complete  and  exactly  correct  ?  We  say,  that  God  has  said  so,  and  ice 
believe  Him.  Those  who  do  not,  but  choose  to  believe  our  modern 
learned  in  preference,  whether  in  or  out  of  the  pulpit,  geologists, 
astronomers,  and  writers  on  natural  history,  unity  of  the  human 
race,  testimony  of  rocks,  etc.,  even  if  they  have  a  thousand  D.D.s 
appended  to  or  preceding  their  names,  may  help  themselves  if  they 
can.  They  can  be  crushed  as  easily  as  we  can  crush  an  empty  egg  shell 
in  our  hand.  After  the  long  account  of  Moses,  stating,  by  God's 
direction  and  by  God's  direct  revelation,  when,  and  how  and  what  He 
did  create  when  He  made  the  heavens  and  the  earth.  And  then  God 
said:  "And  God  saw  everything  that,  He  had  made,  and  behold  it 
was  very  good"  Thus  the  heavens  and  the  earth  were  finished,  and  all 
the  hosts  of  them — (all  their  tenantry)."  Now,  reader,  you  see  the 
issue  we  make.  Gqd  says,  thus  the  heavens  and  the  earth  were 
finished  and  all  the  hosts  of  them,  and  that  He  saw  everything  that 
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He  had  made  and  behold  it  was  very  good.  Was  their  devil,  of  the 
learned,  in  that  catalogue  of  the  things  made  by  God  ?  Was  he  then 
very  good  ?  If  he  was  then  very  good,  how  came  he  to  be  kicked  or 
driven  out  frorn,  heaven,  and  how  is  he  now?  If  this  "personality" 
now  called  the  "  devil,"  is  not  in  Moses'  account  of  the  things  and 
beings  created  by  God,  when,  how  and  where  did  John  Milton  and 
our  pulpit  orators  and  D.D.s  get  authority  from  God  to  add  this 
appendix,  of  the  devil,  as  a  part  of  creation?  Every  man  has  a 
right  to  make  a  will,  and  a  right  to  add  codicils  to  it,  but  the  same 
power  and  authority  are  required  to  make  the  codicil  that  made  the 
original  will,  and  must  be  sustained  by  the  same  proofs.  We  there- 
fore boldly  assert  this  "personality"  devil  of  John  Milton  and  the 
D.D.s  of  the  day  is  not  in  Moses'  cosmogony  and  never  pronounced 
good  or  very  good  either,  by  God.  But  there  is  a  tempter,  and  in 
the  estate  in  which  God  put  him,  when  He  made  him  and  all  things, 
He  then  could,  and  then  did  pronounce  him  good,  very  good.  But 
this  is  a  very  different  animal  from  the  u  devil  of  modern  pulpits." 
But  we  are  told  that  we  have  mistaken  the  matter  entirely,  that  the 
"  devil  of  John  Milton's  gospel,"  now  preached  from  every  pulpit  in 
the  land,  is  an  "  old  gentleman"  from  some  other  planet,  sphere  or 
place  of  former  abode,  and  was  driven  away  thence,  and  wandering 
about  the  universe  was  kindly  or  wrathfuily  sent  into  the  Garden  of 
Eden  as  a  "  penitentiary  "  for  the  special  punishment  of  hardened, 
infamous  criminals,  and  therefore  could  not  be  a  part  of  the  creation 
of  the  heavens  and  the  earth.  Strange  penitentiary — strange  place 
of  punishment.  It  seems  to  us  that  the  brightest,  best  and  purest 
Christian  the  world  e'er  saw  would  be  delighted  at  the  idea  of  suffer- 
ing such  punishment  for  ever  and  ever.  Now  if  it  is  true  that  this 
devil  was  thus  sent  from  some  other  planet,  sphere  or  place  of  pre- 
vious abode,  this  would  or  might  account  why  his  name  does  not 
figure  in  Moses'  account  of  creation ;  but  where  is  it  said  in  God's 
Word  that  it  is  or  was  true  of  him,  who  tempted  our  beautiful  mother 
Eve?  How  did  he  happen  to  get  into  such  a  lovely  place,  where  all 
was  innocence,  purity,  happiness  and  loveliness,  and  for  God  to 
know  nothing  about  it,  or  his  being  there?  If  he  thus  got  into  Eden, 
as  an  outcast  from  another  sphere,  God  must  have  known  it,  and  if 
He  did  know  it,  and  failed  to  let  His  little  children  know  it  and 
guard  them  against  him,  would  not  such  conduct  of  God  be  very 
strange  f  What  would  you  think  of  that  earthly  father  who  had  two 
darling  little  children,  pure,  beautiful  and  innocent  as  the  morning 
dew  drops  on  Eden's  sweetest,  loveliest  flowers,  and  that  he  had  seen 
and  knew  their  pathway  was  beset  every  moment  by  a  most  enormous 
serpent,  whose  bite  inflicted  the  tortures  of  burning  fire  and  brim- 
stone for  eternal  ages,  and  yet — y-e-t  he  would  fail  to -destroy  it,  or 
remove  his  loved  ones  from  the  reach  of  its  deadly  fangs,  or  even 
admonish  them  of  the  presence  of  such  a  deadly  foe?  Reader,  do 
you  think  God  would  so  act?  None  but  a  demon  could  have  such 
an  idea  of  or  about  our  Father  and  our  God.  But  they  may  take 
the  other  horn,  that  God  did  not  know  of  this  being,  this  outcast 
from  heaven,  nor  of  his  presence  in  the  Garden  of  Eden.  Then  God 
is  not  omniscient  nor  omnipresent.    Look  at  the  absurdities  our 
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learned  and  cowardly  men  are  ever  running  into.  To  support  their 
silly  theories,  they  will  even  strip  God  of  His  attributes.  Reader, 
what  a  hornet's  nest  Ariel  has  stirred  up  by  this  exposure  and  attack 
upon  "  their  father,  the  devil,"  and  all  his  household.  Every  pulpit 
and  "  religious  press"  will  assail  us  with  fiercest  denunciations  and 
threats  of  the  fiercest  fire,  in  the  hottest  room  of  their  father's  palace 
below,  for  such  a  daring  assault.  But,  reader,  what  care  we,  or  you, 
for  such  assailments.  We  have  God's  Word  (and  is  not  that  enough  ? 
Yes,  yes  a  thousand  times)  that  when  the  heavens  and  the  earth 
were  finished,  and  all  the  hosts  of  them,  that  all  was  "good,"  "very 
good,"  and  no  such  infernal  rascal  as  this  devil  was  found  among 
them.  Yet  there  was  a  being  that  became  a  tempter,  and  God  could 
and  did  pronounce  him  "  good,"  "  very  good,"  in  the  estate  in  which 
He  created  him,  and  who  afterward  became  those,  that  kept  not 
their  first  estate,  but  left  their  own  habitation  (station  here  on  this 
earth)  and  whom  he  hath  reserved  in  everlasting  "chains"  of  dark- 
ness (negro  blackness)  unto  the  judgment  of  the  great  day.  This 
great  day  is  not  the  judgment  day  of  the  whites,  when  the  righteous 
and  the  wicked  are  judged,  and  death  (the  last  enemy)  and  hell  are 
destroyed  with  the  wicked  in  the  "  lake  of  fire."  The  devil's  judg- 
ment day,  that  of  the  negroes,  precedes  that  of  the  whites,  and  is  to 
be  on  this  earth,  and  ivitnessed  by  the  whites,  before  the  general  judg- 
ment— the  devil  and  his  progeny,  his  seed,  between  whom  and  the 
seed  of  the  white  woman  God  has  put  enmity.  The  black  "  man" 
the  negroes  are  to  be  turned  into  a  lake  of  fire  on  this  earth,  and  be 
tormented  day  and  night  forever,  "ages  of  ages"  (the  last  age  of  this 
world's  existence),  and  then  afterwards  the  whites  will  be  summoned 
to  the  judgment  bar  of  heaven  to  receive  their  reward.  But  we  are 
anticipating  our  subject.  All  this  will  be  made  perfectly  plain  in 
this  chapter  before  we  get  through  with  it. 

Now  if  those  who  are  not  contented  to  take  God's  Word  that  all 
has  been  correctly  set  forth  by  Moses  in  his  account  of  creation,  but 
will  insist  on  having  an  addendum  to  Moses,  they  must  excuse  us  for 
equally  insisting  that  they  must  first  show  us  God's  authority  for 
their  appendix,  and  if  they  fail  to  do  so  (as  they  must  do)  that  we 
shall  then  reject  both  the  author  and  the  appendix  as  false  luitnesses. 
The  whole  of  God's  Book,  of  God's  Word,  relates  to  how  this  wTorld 
was  created  and  brought  into  existence,  its  condition  then,  its 
changes  since,  the  present  and  future  destinies  of  all  its  tenantry, 
including  that  of  Adam's  children,  who  himself  was  the  son  of  God. 
Ah!  Even  the  future  new  heaven  and  new  earth  wherein  dwelleth 
righteousness  the  future  abode  of  the  blessed,  are  to  be  here  on  this 
globe,  and  is  described  in  God's  Holy  Word.  But  this  belongs  rather 
to  our  other  work.  As  then  the  personal  devil  of  the  "learned,"  as 
described  by  themselves,  has  no  existence  within  God's  Word  from 
cover  to  cover,  we  reject  him  totally.  But  there  was  a  tempter,  and 
let  us  try  if  it  or  he  can  be  discovered,  who  and  what  he  was  or  is, 
by  God's  Word. 

The  present  Hebrew  Bible  is  compiled  from  manuscripts  compiled 
by  Jews,  and- contain  the  errors,  omissions,  additions,  etc.,  before 
referred  to,  and  all  the  punctuation  marks,  the  errors  doubtless  aris- 
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ing  from  the  copyist  in  copying  the  manuscript,  and  which  our  trans- 
lators should  or  could  have  corrected  by  comparing  and  collating 
passages  of  obscurity  with  other  manuscripts  or  versions ;  but  they 
seemed  wedded  to  the  Jewish  copy.  In  one  sense,  all  the  Hebrew 
manuscripts  may  be  said  to  be  Jewish,  and  thank  God  there  are 
thousands  of  them  ;  but  in  these  remarks  we  refer  to  those  used  to 
compile  the  present  Hebrew  Bible  from  which  our  translation  is 
made,  which  are  in  many  places  obscure  in  its  language,  and  which 
should  have  been  corrected  by  our  translators.  An  examination  of 
other  manuscripts  and  versions  would  easily  have  enabled  them  to 
correct  the  errors  of  the  copyist  of  the  manuscript  they  used.  Their 
failure  to  do  so  has  thrown  an  impenetrable  obscurity  over  the  drama 
of^the  temptation  and  fall  of  our  first  parents,  and  which  has  been 
continued  to  this  day  by  the  coivardice  of  our  so-called  learned  men 
of  the  pulpit,  w7holly  inexcusable,  and  wThich  the  very  facts  set  forth 
in  our  English  version  and  commented  on  by  themselves  should  have 
prevented,  and  made  them  look  to  every  manuscript  and  version  for 
the  exact  truth  of  that  sad  affair.  Why  they  did  not,  or  why  the 
Jews  themselves  have  not  long  since  corrected  this  their  Hebrew 
Bible,  we  never  could  divine,  unless  upon  one  ground,  that  when 
errors  of  any  kind  have  been  canonized  by  long  time,  it  becomes  dei- 
fied in  man's  mind,  and  our  corrupt  nature  so  prone  to  wrong  is 
unwilling  to  give  it  up. 

The  verses  immediately  preceding  the  fifteenth  verse  of  the  third 
chapter,  taken  together  are  a  most  strange  jumble  between  copyist 
and  translators.  The  transcriber  was  but  human  and  made  errors, 
and  which  any  translator  could  have  corrected.  In  our  courts  every 
day  errors  of  the  clerk  are  corrected,  and  in  thousands  of  instances 
where  even  the  original  is  not  present.  The  fifteenth  verse  is  not  so 
bad,  yet  its  sense  is  so  controlled  by  the  jumble  in  the  preceding 
verses  as  to  involve  in  impenetrable  obscurity  (to  the  mere  English 
reader)  the  plain  meaning,  which  otherwise  would  be  apparent  to 
any  reader.  That  we  are  right  in  thus  characterizing  our  Bible 
account  of  the  temptation  and  fill,  we  appeal  to  the  candor  of  all 
our  readers,  and  to  every  distinguished  commentator,  Eoman  Cath- 
olic and  Protestant,  to  attest.  The  almost  invariable  remark  made 
by  these  writers,  when  commenting  on  the  fall  of  man,  is  that  it  is 
involved  in  obscurity  from  the  Bible  language  used  as  to  render  hitherto 
every  attempt  at  the  solution  unsatisfactory  ;  that  although  the  evi- 
dences and  language  to  prove  the  fact  of  man's  fall  are  abundant, 
yet  how  and  by  what  agency  it  was  effected  is  obscure  and  involved 
in  mystery  and  doubt.  This  they  all  say.  Now,  reader,  we  ask 
why?  It  is  God  Himself  speaking  personally  or  by  inspiration; 
could  He  not  make  Plimself  understood  ?  Yes ;  if  He  did  not 
intend  to  be  understood,  He  would  not  have  spoken  at  all ;  He  did 
speak,  which  is  plain  evidence  that  He  intended  to  be  understood. 
But  if  we  do  not  understand  Him,  the  fault  must  be  this:  that  we 
have  attributed  \vrong  words  to"  God  in  the  speech,  that  is,  words 
have  been  put  in  or  left  out  of  the  speech  God  made ;  He  spoke  that 
man  might  hear,  and  hearing  that  he  might  understand;  He  is  too 
wise  to  err,  too  good  to  mislead  ;  God  always  intended  that  His 
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word  should  be  plainly  and  literally  understood  and  as  he  said  it. 
No  mystical,  misnamed  now,  "spiritual"  meaning  wraps  the  words 
of  our  Almighty  Father,  the  plain  literal  meaning  is  what  he 
intends.  Whoever  that  man  may  be,  learned  or  unlearned,  who 
varies  from  this  i*ule  will  involve  himself  and  God's  sacred  Word  in 
inextricable  confusion  and  contradiction. 

Now,  reader,  let  us  take  up  the  account  as  presented  in  the  first 
nineteen  verses  of  the  third  chapter  of  Genesis  of  the  temptation 
and  fall  of  our  beloved  parents;  (1)  examining  into  and  looking  at 
the  absurdities,  contradictions  and  impossibilities  exhibited  on  the  very 
face  of  its  language  ;  (2)  and  then  to  see  how  easily  and  clearly  and 
plainly  the  whole  can  be  understood  when  the  exact  words  and  the 
exact  translation  are  given. 

(1)  The  absurdities  of  the  account  as  given  in  our  Bible.  "  Now 
the  serpent  was  more  subtile  than  any  beast  of  the  field  which  the 
Lord  God  had  made ;  and  he  (this  serpent)  said  unto  the  woman," 
etc.  The  original  Hebrew  is :  "  Ve  ha  nachasJt  hayah  gnarum  mikol 
chaiyath  hassadhah  asher  gnasah  Yehovah  Elohim  ;  vayyomer  al  ha 
ishshah,"  etc.  This  conversation  is  introduced  by  the  serpent.  Did 
the  "  serpent"  then  talk?  If  it  were  a  "  serpent "  it  must  have 
done  so,  or  such  a  phenomenon  then  first  happening  must  have 
alarmed  Eve,  and  she  would  at  once  have  retired  ;  if  it  were  a  "  ser- 
pent "  and  had  always  talked,  it  would  talk  still,  for  in  the  sentence 
a  deprivation  of  speech  as  a  part  of  its  punishment  is  nowhere 
stated.  If  it  were  a  "  serpent,"  how  came  the  Lord  God  to  apply 
the  personal  pronoun  "thou"  to  it  in  the  fourteenth  ver^e  ?  If  the 
"serpent"  is  intended,  how  did  he  or  it  get  into  the  garden  of  Eden  ? 
he  is  not  in  the  catalogue  of  its  beauties  given  by  Moses.  How  did 
he  know  there  was  any  inhibition  on  Adam  in  eating  of  the  fruit  of 
the  trees  of  the  garden,  as  the  opening  speech  to  Eve  showed  he  did 
know  ?  who  told  him  of  it  or  the  inhibition  ?  If  it  were  a  "  fallen 
spirit"  from  another  planet,  sphere,  heaven,  or  other  place  of  abode, 
that  thus  "  incarnated"  the  body  of  a  "  serpent"  and  made  it  do  the 
talking,  why  did  it  not  in  preference  incarnate  either  Adam  or  Eve, 
rather  than  the  loathsome  "serpent?"  It  certainly  could  have 
done  so  directly  as  it  did  it  through  the  instrumentality  of  the  "ser- 
pent." If  the  "serpent"  never  talked  before,  how  did  it  happen 
that  God  talked  to  it  also  as  well  as  Eve,  when  He  pronounced  his 
sentence?  was  God  bewitched,  too,  like  Eve,  as  to  hold  converge 
with  a  dumb  brute  incarnated  by  a  "fallen  spirit?"  Did  not  God 
know  that  it  was  a  serpent,  if  such  were  the  fact,  and  did  he  not 
know  that  He  Himself  had  made  all  serpents  dumb  ?  and  do  you 
think  that  the  all-wise  God  would  address  in  speech  a  "serpent," 
that  He  knew  He  had  made  dumb  f  Do  you  think  that  any  "spirit/* 
from  any  other  planet,  sphere,  or  heaven  even,  fallen  and  damned, 
could  thus  upset  a  work  which  God  had  made  and  just  pronounced 
good,  of  which  serpents  are  a  part,  and  it  talk  in  spite  of  the  Al- 
mighty in  making  it  dumb,  and  when  that  spite  was  to  be  extended 
to  the  overthrow,  fall  and  death  of  His  own  son  and  daughter,  Adam 
and  Eve  ?  But  now  note  another  phase.  Of  Adam  and  Eve  God 
made  inquiries  why  they  had  done  so;  of  the  serpent  he  made  no 


148 


THE  XEGR0. 


such  inquiries,  but  without  even  a  hearing  proceeds  to  pass  and  did 
pass  sentence  upon  him  or  it.  Why  so  ?  For  the  part  Adam  and 
Eve  acted  they  had  to  suffer  chastisements  and  death,  the  "serpent" 
simply  by  his  sentence  is  degraded,  cursed  above  ail  cattle  and  every 
beast  of  the  field,  and  a  little  change  in  his  diet.  Why  so  ?  To  go 
upon  his  belly  can  be  no  sentence  of  punishment,  for  he  would  not  be 
a  serpent  unless  he  did  creep  upon  its  belly ;  neither  death  present, 
nor  death  natural,  temporal,  or  eternal  by  fire  in  hell,  or  in  any  form 
is  denounced  against  him  or  it ;  simply  degradation  and  change  of 
diet  from  what  it  had  been.  Why  so  ?  Adam  and  Eve  were  to  die 
and  some  of  their  posterity  it  seems  plainly  intimated,  are  to  be 
kept  warm  in  another  place  after  death  by  fire  and  brimstone,  which 
if  our  modern  D.D.s  know,  as  "  Captain  Short  knew,"  who  their 
firemen  are,  this  " serpent"  is  to  be  the  chief  fireman  of  the  gang, 
but  no  death  is  announced  or  denounced  against  the  "serpent." 
Why  so  ?  Upon  thy  belly  shalt  thou  go ;  is  this  any  degradation 
upon  a  serpent  ?  No ;  for  he  could  not  be  a  serpent  unless  he 
always  went  on  the  belly.  And  dust  thou  shalt  eat  all  the  days  of 
thy  life  ;  did  the  serpent  ever  eat  dust  before  ?  No,  if  punishment 
is  implied  that  then  he  should  eat  it  all  the  days  of  "  thy,"  its,  life. 
Does  a  serpent  eat  dust  now?  No;  he  or  it  was  to  eat  it  all  the  days 
of  its,  "  thy,"  life.  Has  any  man  ever  seen  a  serpent  "  eat  dust  " 
any  day  of  its  life  ?  No.  He  was  to  eat  it  "  all  the  days  of  thy," 
its  life,  but  has  never  been  known,  from  that  day  to  this  good  hour, 
to  live  one  day  on  dust,  and  yet  he  was  to  eat  dust  all  the  days  of  its 
or  his  life.  Does  God,  (like  modern  parents  say  to  their  children, 
"  because  you  have  done  so,  I  will  whip  you,"  and  never  do  it,)  we 
ask  does  God  thus  act  like  the  silly  parents?  If  He  thus  threatened 
the  serpent  with  a  dust  diet  and  never  executed  it,  would  He  not  be 
playing  the  part  above  referred  to?  Does  God  ever  act  in  such  way? 
Never ;  and  we  defy  any  man  on  earth  to  show  such  instance  from 
creation  to  the  present  time.  If  the  tempter  was  a  "serpent."  God 
certainly  knew  it;  then  why  did  He  (as  stated  in  our  Bibles,)  apply 
to  it  the  personal  pronouns  "thou"  and  "thy"  and  "thee?"  and 
why  change  the  personal  pronoun  to  "  it"  in  the  fifteenth  verse?  "it 
then  talked  with  Eve."  Did  a  "  serpent "  ever  talk  ?  No.  Does  a 
serpent  ever  talk  now  ?  No.  Then  as  a  "  serpent"  it  did  once  talk, 
and  did  talk  with  Eve ;  where  in  the  sentence  denounced  by  God,  is 
he  deprived  of  speech,  as  a  part  of  his  or  its  punishment  ?  Nowhere. 
Does  any  serpent  talk  now  ?  No  ;  but  this  "being,"  this  "tempter," 
God  tells  us,  shall  be  with  us  always  and  shall  always  talk.  How 
do  we  know  this?  Plainly.  God  said  to  the  "serpent,"  "  I  will  put 
enmity  between  you  and  the  woman  and  between  your  seed  and  her 
seed."  How  was  a  knowledge  of  this  enmity  to  be  communicated 
by  Eve  to  her  posterity,  her  seed  ?  Only  by  speech,  by  language. 
How  was  the  knowledge  of  this  enmity  to  be  communicated  by  the 
"serpent"  to  his  seed  ?  Alone  in  the  same  way — by  speech,  by  lan- 
guage. How  do  we  know  this  ?  Simply  and  plainly  thus :  if  the 
"serpent"  here  referred  to,  was  in  reality  a  serpent,  dumb  animal, 
then  learned  to  talk  the  first  time,  but  never  talking  afterward,  how 
could  a  knowledge  of  this  enmity  be  transmitted  to  its  seed?  You 
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take  a  horse  from  the  wilds  and  teach  him  many  things,  he  then  goes 
back  to  his  native  forest,  can  he  teach  his  seed  what  he  had  learned  ? 
No ;  it  is  only  by  speech  that  such  knowledge  can  be  transmitted. 
The  negro  being  a  beast,  but  differing  from  quadruped  beasts,  as  also 
the  Indian,  (the  mulatto,)  in  being  endowed  with  speech,  you  take 
either  from  their  native  wilds,  educate  them  in  every  respect  as  we 
do  the  whites  in  the  highest  civilization  and  Christianity,  and  then 
send  them  back  to  their  native  blacks  and  native  Indians,  and 
instead  of  teaching  these  noble  principles  to  their  seed  or  country - 
wen,  they  themselves  fall' back  to  the  original  barbarism  and  uncivi- 
lized life  of  their  people.  But  this  enmity  was  to  be  transmitted 
from  generation  to  generation,  from  sire  to  son,  from  mother  to 
daughter,  from  seed  to  seed  of  the  respective  parties  to  this  tragic 
drama.  How  was  this  to  be  done  ?  how  could  it  be  done  ?  In  no 
way  on  earth  but  by  speech,  by  talking ;  this  being  true,  then  both 
parties  yet  talk  and  will  talk  to  the  end  of  time,  and  if  they  yet  talk 
then  the  "  tempter,"  the  serpent,  yet  talks ;  and  if  he  yet  taiks,  then 
he  is  not  now  and  never  was  a  "  serpent."  The  Lord  God  talked  to 
it  then,  sentenced  it  then,  and  a  part  of  that  sentence  was,  "  I  will 
put  enmity  between  you  and  the  woman,  and  between  your  seed  and 
her  seed,"  and  which  knowledge  of  the  enmity  could  be  transmitted 
by  speech ;  and  he  or  it  had  talked  to  Eve,  and  that,  too,  before  sin 
had  entered  into  the  world,  while  all  was  stainless  innocence  and 
when  all  was  "  good,  very  good."  How  could  a  serpent  have  under- 
stood  Eve  or  she  understand  him  ?  How  could  he  understand  the 
words  of  the  Almighty,  that  enmity  was  put  between  and  to  be 
perpetuated  to  his  seed  and  her  seed?  and  if  it  were  a  fallen  spirit 
from  heaven  or  elsewhere,  would  not  God  have  known  it  as  readily 
as  John  Milton  and  the  modern  D.D.s?  and  if  such  a  "spirit 
had  incarnated  a  serpent's  body  and  thus  made  it  talk,  would  not 
God  have  known  it?  and  thus  knowing  it  would  he  not,  think  you, 
have  made  him  "  hustle  out,"  not  only  of  the  snake's  body  but  also 
out  of  the  garden  of  Eden  ?  But  if  the  body  of  the  poor  snake  was 
thus  taken  possession  of  by  this  "fallen  spirit"  or  "  outcast,"  by 
such  an  overpowering  devil,  and  by  him  made  to  do  his  talking  and 
lying  to  Eve,  why  should  God  punish  it  for  what  it  could  not  help 
doing  by  a  power  stronger  than  its  own  ?  What  would  you  think  of 
the  justice  of  that  judge  who  would  condemn  your  little  four-year- 
old  child  to  the  penal  Barnes  of  lire  because  into  his  little  hand  had 
been  forced  by  a  man  a  lighted  match,  and  its  little  hand  violently 
forced  to  apply  it  to  a  house  in  which  were  sleeping  hundreds  of 
children,  and  burn  them  up,  and  let  this  infernal  demon  escape  with 
only  an  expression  of  degradation  and  a  change  of  diet  to  something 
else,  but  that  something  good  for  its  or  his  food,  all  the  days  of  its 
or  his  life?  Where  is  the  sin  of  the  serpent  if  it  were  thus  forcibly 
or  otherwise  taken  possession  of  by  a  superior  being  or  power,  and 
thus  made  by  this  superior  power  to  do  and  say  what  it  did  to  Eve  ? 
Suppose  this  power  or  devil  had  thrown  its  arm  around  Eve's  neck, 
and  had  choked  her  until  she  opened  her  mouth,  and  that  then  he 
had  forced'the  forbidden  fruit  down  her  throat,  where  and  in  what 
would  have  consisted  her  sin?    Is  it  not  the  intention  that  consti- 
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tutes  the  animus  of  crime,  and  does  in  reality  make  the  crime  ?  A 
doctor  prescribes  to  the  darling  sick  infant  of  the  most  devoted 
mother  a  dose  of  calomel,  but  by  mistake  she  measures  out  arsenic 
and  gives  it,  and  the  child  dies,  are  the  doctor  and  mother  guilty  of 
murder?  But  if  it  were  the  intention  of  the  doctor  and  mother 
that  it  should  be  arsenic,  then  it  would  indeed  be  murder.  Then, 
if  the  snake,  serpent  was  forced  to  do  what  it  did,  or  the  forbidden 
fruit  had  been  forced  down  Eve's  throat  by  this  power,  where  is  the 
sin  of  either  ?  Now,  as  a  serpent  had  never  talked,  and  was  never 
intended  by  the  Creator  to  talk,  has  never  talked  since  and  does  not 
talk  now,  consequently,  if  it  talked  then,  it  must  have  been  forced 
to  talk  by  a  power  it  could  not  resist,  and  if  forced  to  talk,  the  words 
it  used  were  equally  forced  upon  it,  and  being  thus  forced,  no  moral 
responsibility  or  crime  could  attach  to  either  his  or  its  speaking,  or 
the  words  so  forced  from  its  lips.  This  is  plain  to  every  honest  and 
candid  man  or  woman  on  earth.  If  the  tempter  had  been  a  serpent 
and  as  he  had  introduced  a  conversation  with  Eve,  as  our  Bible 
account  says  he  did,  then  the  serpent  must  have  been  endowed  with 
the  powers  of  speech  by  God  when  he  created  it ;  but  no  snake  or 
serpent  of  any  kind  talks  now,  this  we  all  know  ;  and  if  deprivation 
of  speech  had  been  any  part  of  the  sentence  denounced  by  God 
against  the  tempter,  it  is  most  strangely  omitted  ;  and  if  omitted, 
proves  what  we  have  averred,  that  the  words  of  the  Almighty  in 
this  account  of  the  temptation  and  fall  are  not  correctly  given  in 
our  Bibles;  and  if  not  correctly  set  forth  our  translators,  our  com- 
mentators, our  Bible  reviewers,  our  learned  Bible  writers  since  are 
alone  responsible  to  God  and  to  man  for  the  errors  it  contains. 
That  it  is  not  correctly  set  forth  is  palpable  to  tlje  most  common 
mind  ;  that  this  could  have  been  and  ought  to  have  been  remedied 
long  ago — indeed,  never  should  have  existed.  But  it  does  exist,  and 
is  permitted  to  exist  by  the  cowardice  of  our  learned  men,  fearing, 
as  they  say,  to  disturb  the  long  settled  opinions  of  mankind,  and  of 
shaking  the  faith  of  the  weak  minded  in  the  truth  of  the  Bible — in 
God's  Word,  if  any  important  change  in  the  settled  opinions  should 
be  brought  about  by  any  new  exegesis  of  God's  Word.  It  has  been 
from  the  knowledge  of  this  cowardice,  this  bating  of  breath  by  our 
"  learned  men/'  which  has  caused  us  to  use  towards  them,  as  a  class, 
the  severe  language  we  have,  feeling  for  such  cowardice  the  most 
ineffable  contempt. 

The  order  of  God  is,  "Peace  on  earth,  good  will  to  men,  and 
glory  to  God  in  the  highest,"  but  which  by  their  cowardice  instead, 
has  robed  this  earth  in  blood  and  crime  and  peopled  the  regions  of 
the  damned  with  its  untold  millions.  Shall  it  continue?  This  was 
an  awful  question  when  first  presented  to  our  mind  ;  the  power  that 
has  for  so  many  centuries  thus  controlled  (ostensibly  by  God's  Word, 
but  not  in  its  truth,)  the  world,  must  be  broken  by  some  one,  some- 
how ;  the  spell  by  which  the  religious  consciences  of  God's  erring 
children  are  bound  must  be  dissolved.  But  by  whom,  when  and 
how  ?  Ariel  may  and  perhaps  will  be  crushed  for  doing  it.  A 
moral  earthquake  must  shake  the  religious  world  from  center  to 
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circumference.  What  can  do  this  ?  Nothing  but  God's  truth,  and 
this  shall  do  it,  let  the  consequences  be  as  they  may. 

God  placed  enmity  between  the  tempter,  whatever  or  whoever  it 
may  be,  and  the  white  race,  the  children  of  Adam  and  Eve,  the 
children  of  God.  From  the  fifteenth  verse,  it  is  plain  that  a  knowl- 
edge of  this  enmity  was  to  be  perpetuated  as  long  as  Adam  and  Eve 
had  sons  and  daughters  on  earth.  How  was  this  to  be  effected?  Its 
accomplishment  could  be  alone  by  speech.  A  knowledge  of  this 
enmity  on  the  other  side  was  to  be  perpetuated  as  long  as  the  ser- 
pent, tempter,  had  children  (seed)  here  on  earth  ;  then  it  is  plain 
that  this  knowledge  is  transmitted  in  the  same  way  —  by  speech. 
Then  it  follows  beyond  the  power  of  man  or  devils  to  controvert  in 
truth  that  what  is  called  in  Scripture  "  the  tempter,"  "the  dragon," 
"  that  old  serpent,"  u  which  is  the  devil,"  and  "  Satan,"  is  now  alive 
and  living  among  us  with  his  family,  and  is  walking  about  just  as 
Adam's  children  are,  and  that  we  see  and  talk  with  them  as  we  (the 
whites)  do  wi  h  each  other,  and  this  being  so,  that  he  is  consequently 
no  "  serpent  "  or  snake  except  as  an  alias.  These  are  a  part  of  the 
absurdities  and  contradictions  from  one  direction.  Now  let  us  look 
at  some  from  another  point,  viz.  :  the  meaning  given  in  our  present 
Hebrew  lexicons  to  the  word  ha  nachash  and  translated  serpent.  Li 
examining  this  we  will  also  show  the  reader  the  unreliability  of  mod- 
ern Hebrew  lexicons  in  the  meaning  they  give  in  part  to  many  leading 
words,  of  which  this  one,  ha  nachasfi,  is  a  sample,  and  show  how 
easily  these  improper  meanings  .can  be  detected  and  corrected.  A  want 
of  attention  to  these  superadded  meanings  by  our  translators  and 
learned  men  has  thrown  obscurity  and  contradiction,  and  often  the 
assertion  of  matters  as  true  which  violates  the  plain  moral  laws  of 
God  and  makes  infidels  of  intelligent,  honest  and  candid  men  and 
women,  where,  if  the  proper  meaning  alone  had  been  given,  loving 
and  devoted  faith  in  God  our  Father  would  alone  have  found  a  place 
in  their  hearts.  A  knowledge  of  these  improper  and  indefensible 
additions  to  the  meaning  of  Hebrew  words  beyond  what  they  had 
when  used  by  the  divine  writers,  compelled  us  on  all  such  leading 
words  to  compile,  as  it  were,  a  lexicon  limiting  the  meaning  of  all 
such  words  to  the  exact  idea  conveyed  to  the  understanding  of  the 
hearer  and  reader  when  they  were  first  used.  It  is  these  meaning*, 
reader,  which  has  produced  this  and  our  previous  work,  "  The 
Negro,  by  Ariel,"  and  which  will  bring  forth  our  next  work,  "  The 
White  Man." 

Dr.  Adam  Clark  has  given  most  of  the  meanings  to  this  word 
now  found  in  the  Lexicons  of  his  day,  and  found  in  "  his  commen- 
tary" on  this  chapter.  It  may  he  satisfactory  to  some  of  our  readers 
to  examine  what  he  says ;  remarking  that  the  Doctor  is  mistaken  in 
supposing  the  word  nachash  had  a  root.  It  has  no  root,  nor  could  it 
have  any,  as  it  is  the  name  only  of  a  single  faculty.  With  these  ex- 
planatory preliminaries,  we  now  proceed  to  give  the  "various"  mean- 
ings, found  in  our  Lexicons  of  this  much  misunderstood  word,  as 
foliows :  (1)  To  look,  to  see,  to  view,  to  look  at  or  view  anything 
attentively  (so  as  to  comprehend  and  understand  it),  to  acquire 
knowledge  by  attentive  observation.,  to  acquire  information  or 
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knowledge  by  experience ;  (2)  to  divine  or  use  enchantments,  be- 
cause in  them  augurs  viewed  attentively  the  flight  of  birds,  the  en- 
trails of  beasts,  the  course  of  the  clouds,  (3)  brass,  brazen,  (4)  fet- 
ters, chains,  fetters  of  brass,  steel,  hooks  of  steel,  (5)  fllthiness,  fornica- 
tion, (6)  serpent,  whale,  hippopotamus,  crocodile,  alligator,  (7)  hiss, 
hisser,  (8)  babbler,  (talker). 

The  reader  will  bear  in  mind  that  this  word  nachash  was  used  be- 
fore the  fall  of  Adam,  and  when  he  and  our  beautiful  mother  lived  in 
purity  and  innocence  in  the  garden  of  Eden.  With  this  fact  in 
mind,  now  let  us  read  what  our  translators  make  our  Bibles  say,  and 
it  is  what  is  said  in  them  that  we  criticise:  "Now  the  serpent  was 
more  subtile  than  any  beast  of  the  field  which  the  Lord  God  had 
made"  etc.  From  this  we  learn  (1)  that  whatever  this  nachash  was, 
that  it  stood  at  the  head  of  all  beasts  and  animals  that  the  Lord 
God  had  made  in  wisdom,  mind  and  understanding;  (2)  that  it 
walked  erect,  if  punishment  is  implied  "on  thy  belly  shalt  thou 
go;"  (3)  that  it  was  endowed  with  speech ;  (4)  a  conversation  en- 
sued naturally  between  it  and  Eve,  and  not  by  either  supernatural 
nor  preternatural  agency,  for  neither  is  referred  to;  (5)  it  was  en- 
dowed with  mind,,  reasoning  powers,  for  he  is  here  both  reasoning  and 
disputing  with  Eve ;  (6)  these,  speech  and  reason,  were  common 
to  this  creature  and  Eve,  and  previously  so  known  to  Eve,  otherwise 
she  would  have  been  alarmed  at  any  beast,  snake  or  serpent,  having 
then  speech,  mind  and  reason,  that  before  the  conversation  had 
never  shown  any. 

With  these  things  in  our  mind,  reader,  and  admitting,  as  we  do, 
the  first  meaning  given  this  word  nachash  to  be  correct,  now  let  us 
ask  in  regard  to  the  second.  The  words  show  a  Latin  origin — align* 
is  Latin — "  viewing  the  flight  of  birds,  course  of  the  clouds,  entrails 
of  beasts,  are  all  Latin  pagan  ceremonies."  Now  neither  the  Latim 
nor  their  language  had  any  existence  on  earth  for  more  than  thirty 
centuries  after  this  conversation  was  had  with  our  dear  mother;  and 
consequently  could  not  and  can  not  furnish  any  part  of  the  original 
meaning  to  this  word.  The  (3)  brass,  brazen — reader,  remember 
that  this  word  nachash  was  used  before  the  fall  of  our  dearly  loved 
parents,  and  certainly  had  the  meaning  God  intended  it  should  then 
have.  This  being  unquestionably  true,  we  ask:  Who  at  that  time 
had  put  up  a  furnace  and  had  made  brass,  brazen  metal  ?  Brass  does 
not  exist  naturally  in  the  earth,  nor  is  it  produced  from  it  like  tur- 
nips or  potatoes;  it  is  an  artificial  metal,  and  can  not  be  produced 
without  the  furnace.  Who  had,  then,  erected  a  furnace  to  make 
brass?  No  one.  Then  brass  could  not  be  any  part  of  the  meaning 
then  belonging  to  this  word,  But  the  next  (4)  overwhelms  us: 
"fetters,"  "fetters  of  brass" — why  fetters  are  for  criminals,  and 
pray  who  was  or  could  be  a  criminal  before  the  fall  of  man?  and 
who  was  that  blacksmith  who  was  then  in  the  garden  of  Eden  with 
his  shop,  bellows,  anvil  and  tools,  forging  fetters?  and  for  whom? 
Keader,  the  "  logic  of  facts  "  is  a  terribly  destructi/e  mental  weapon. 
How  easily,  plainly  and  simply  it  explodes  these  "  soap  bubbles"  of 
the  "  learned."  No  criminals  then  existed,  this  is  most  certainly 
true;  but  when  we  add  "steel,"  "hooks  of  steel,"  astonishment  is 
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paralyzed  beyond  amazement ;  for  iron  furnaces  must,  by  the  "  logic 
of  facts,"  precede  the  forge,  and  the  forge  must  precede  the  refinery 
where  "  steel "  is  made  ;  and  all  this  before  the  fall  ?  Who  were  these 
workmen?  Were  they  in  or  out  of  Eden?  Did  any  such  things 
then  exist  at  all?  No.  How,  then,  could  they  supply  or  furnish 
any  part  of  the  meaning  of  this  word  ?  Simply  impossible  that 
they  could  have  or  did  do  so.  The  next  (5)  "filthiness" — "forni- 
cation ;"  and  this  filthiness,  fornication,  in  the  garden  of  Eden,  in 
all  its  innocence,  purity  and  angel  loveliness.  Reader,  can  any 
being  but  a  demon  or  maniac  defend  such  a  meaning  to  this  word 
then  and  now  put  to  it  by  the  "  learned?"  Eeader,  these  are  but 
fingerposts  that  we  set  up  to  point  you  and  all  candid  and  sincere 
lovers  of  God  and  of  His  truth,  the  way  by  which  we  can  infallibly 
know  what  our  Father  and  God  has  said  to  us.  The  next  (6)  "  ser- 
pent." This  meaning,  as  an  assumption,  might  have  created  a  mo- 
mentary pause  in  the  mind,  but  only  momentary;  for  thank  God 
His  Words,  like  His  works,  are  always  perfect;  and  if  we  apply 
our  minds  and  think,  we  will  never  err — common  sense  and  a  literal 
interpretation  of  God's  Word,  as  we  do  the  words  of  each  other,  and 
a  firm  faith  that  God  means  what  He  says,  and  we  can  never  err  in  un- 
derstanding Him,  Strange,  passing  strange,  that  wre  should  again 
be  indebted,  not  to  the  Hebrew,  but  to  the  Latin  language,  for  this 
word  "  serpent "  in  our  English  Bible ;  it  comes  from  the  Latin 
"serpens,"  from  u  serpo,"  to  creep,  and  is  not  from  the  Hebrew  word 
nachash  at  all.  Nor  is  nachash  the  Hebrew  word  for  "  serpent,"  that 
word  is  saraph  in  Hebrew  and  not  nachash.  Now,  reader,  bear  in 
mind  the  fact  that  these  existed  at  the  time  of  the  conversation, 
ar.d  that  there  now  is,  in  the  Hebrew  language,  as  in  the  English,  a 
word  for  "  serpent "  and  another  for  u  creeping"  things ;  but  nachash 
is  neither  of  them,  but  it  is  saraph,  and  which  we  will  attend  to  pres- 
ently. But  if  nachash  means  "  serpent,"  why  do  they  vary  so  much 
m  its  translation  in  the  Bible?  In  Eccl.  x:  2,  written  nearly  three 
thousand  years  after  this  conversation,  they  still  have  nachash  talk- 
ing, for  there  they  translate  it  babbler ;  did  the  "  serpent,"  babble  or 
talk  in  Solomon's  time ;  if  so,  when  did  they  stop  babbling  and 
talking?  If  they  talked  for  three  thousand  years  after  the  fall,  why 
are  they  not  talking  still?  and  what- stopped  and  when  did  they 
stop  babbling  or  talking?  In  Amos  ix :  3 :  "  Though  they  be  hid  in 
the  bottom  of  the  sea,  thence  will  I  command  the  serpent  ha  nachash, 
and  he  shall  bite  them." 

No  person  can  suppose  (says  Dr.  Adam  Clark)  that  any  kird  of  a 
snake  or  serpent  is  here  intended,  but  they  can  very  readily  suppose 
that  a  "harpoon"  or  a  "  hook  of  steel"  made  and  invented  by 
nachash,  may  reach  and  "bite  too."  in  Gen.  xxx :  27:  "I  have 
learned  by  experience."  Reader,  how  could  a  "serpent"  say,  "I 
have  learned  by  experience  ?"  or  how  do  you  know  the  way  a  serpent 
learns  anything?  or  that  he  can  learn  at  all?  And  if  he  or  it  learns 
by  experience,  how  do  you  know  it  has  so  learned  ?  and  here  it  is 
poor  Laban,  Jacob's  father-in-law,  that  is  the  serpent  transmogri- 
fied, and  who  it  is  that  has  "  learned  by  experience."  We  wish  it 
were  the  minds  of  our  "learned  men"  that  had  been  improved  by 
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"experience" — nachaasti.  The  next  (7)  " hiss,  hisser."  The  strange 
mistake  of  out  translators  and  lexicographers  here  is  this:  NachMh 
is  not  the  being,  animal  or  beast,  but  is  a  faculty  belonging  to  the 
tempter,  of  which  "hiss"  is  a  representative  sound  of  the  tempter's 
name.  .  The  name  of  the  tempter  in  Hebrew  is  ish,  that  of  his  fe- 
male ishshah.  But  how  do  we  know  that  "  hiss  "  is  the  representa- 
tive sound  of  the  tempter's  name?  By  the  logic  of  facts.  God 
said,  "  I  will  put  enmity  between  you  and  the  woman,  and  between 
your  seed  and  her  seed/'  which  God  intended  should  be  shown  to 
latest  posterity  of  either,  by  the  contempt  as  well  as  hatred  exhib- 
ited by  the  hiss  of  the  white  man,  and  which  is  a  peculiarity  of  the 
white  race.  To  the  negro  in  his  native  state  and  country  it  is  unknown. 
The  negro  is  imitative.  By  long  association  with  the  white  man, 
they  acquire,  not  exactly  the  hiss,  but  approach  it  with  their 
whew-o — not  so  the  white  man.  God  doubtless  overruled  the  name 
given  to  the  negro,  the  tempter,  ish,  by  which  both  enmity  and  con- 
tempt should  be  expressed  every  time  the  name  of  the  negro  should 
be  pronounced  by  the  white  man  as  long  as  the  world  stands.  Kea- 
der,  fix  your  lips  and  pronounce  ish  slowly  with  hissing  breath, 
and  you  have  the  origin  of  our  English  word  hiss,  the  name  of  the 
negro  "  man " — and  if  you  wish  to  give  it  special  emphasis,  pro- 
nounce ishshah,  the  name  of  the  negro's  wife,  and  you  have  it  em 
phdtic.  This  is  the  origin  of  our  word  hiss*  But  to  come  back. 
^*e  thus  see  the  "  serpent  lovers"  have  translated  this  Hebrew 
word  nachash,  which  they  tell  us  means  serpent,  by  the  words 
"  brass,"  "  brazen,"  "chain,"  "  fetters,"  '/steel,"  "hooks  of  steel," 
"  til  thin  ess,"  and  why  so  if  it  were  a  "serpent"  in  the  most  awful 
event  in  the  history  of  man's  crimes,  evils  and  calamities  ?  Here 
we  have  the  flesh  and  bor^s  of  the  "  serpent "  turned  into  brass, 
iron  and  steel — into  chains  and  fetters,  whale,  hippopotamus,  croco- 
diles and  alligators,  fornicator  and  conjurer,  etc.  etc.  Header,  rea- 
der, do  you  think  any  other  but  a  very  "  learned  man,"  some  D.D., 
could  possibly  believe  all  this  about  one  poor  "serpent?"  Suppose* 
a  similar  "  liberty"  had  been  taken  with  a  horse,  what  would  have 
become  of  him?  Why  we  would  not  now  have  a  horse  on  earth,  he 
would  be  so  cut  up  and  divided  out  between  snakes  and  alligators, 
rhinoceros  and  whales,  elephants  and  babboons,  camels  and  asses, 
by  these  "  learned  P.D.s,"  as  to' be  totally  lost  to  earth  and  his  use- 
fulness to  man. 

Beader,  having  now  exhibited  some  of  the  absurdities,  inconsis- 
tencies and  contradictions  of  the  "  learned,"  regarding  this  drama 
of  the  temptation  and  fall  of  our  illustrious  father  and  mother, 
let  us  now  see  if  it  can  or  can  not  be  comprehended  and  understood 

WHO  OB  WHAT  WAS  THE  TEMBTEB? 

To  enable  the  mere  English  reader  to  understand  and  compre- 
hend this  subject  fully,  and '  'die  whole  drama  of  the  temptation  and 
fall  of  our  dear  old  parents,  we  will  give  the  meaning  of  the  Hebrew 
words  ha  nachash,  and  the  only  meaning  then  belonging  to  and 
attached  to  these  words  as  follows :  "  To  look,  to  see,  to  view,  to 
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look  at  or  view  anything  attentively  (so  as  to  comprehend  and  un- 
derstand it),  to  acquire  knowledge  by  attentive  observation,  to  ac- 
quire information  and  knowledge  by  experience." 

Now,  reader,  let  your  plain  common  sense  decide  these  questions: 
By  what  faculty  are  you  enabled  to  accomplish  this?  Must  not  the 
natural  and  mental  eyes  "see  and  view"  in  order  to  acquire  knowl- 
edge or  information?  the  natural  eye  sees  and  views  a  beautiful 
landscape  draped  in  nature's  loveliest  garb ;  and  again  it  beholds 
the  same  landscape,  but  is  now  a  carnage  covered  field — the  differ- 
ence in  emotion  and  feelings  is  great.  Why?  is  it  not  the  same 
landscape  and  the  same  eye  beholding?  Yes;  but  that  eye  was 
but  the  medium  through  which  was  conveyed  each  sight  to  the 
mind,  and  it  was  the  latter  that  decided  one  to  be  captivating,  and 
the  other  horrible ;  but  neither  coidd  have  been  done  if  the  power 
of  the  eye  "  to  see,"  "  to  view,"  and  by  which  information  is  con- 
veyed to  the  mind,  had  not  previously  existed.  Then  it  is  plain  that 
the  meaning  of  the  Hebrew  ha  nachash  describes  and  is  intended  to 
describe  exactly  what  we  in  English  call  the  mind;  and,  therefore,  it 
is  not  the  name  of  a  person  or  animal,  but  the  name  of  that  faculty 
called  mind,  which  the  person  or  beast  possessed.  This  can  not  be 
questioned  by  any  unbiased  man  or  woman  of  intelligence ;  and 
the  blunder  now  existing  from  translating  it  "serpent"  would  never 
have  been  made,  but  for  the  Egyptian  idea,  that  evil  was  first  intro- 
duced into  the  world  as  &  principle  by  Apop,  and  as  in  sin  action  by 
the  term  of  apophis,  before  explained  in  this  work,  and  adopted  by 
ike  translators  of  the  Septuagint  version  at  Alexandria,  when  mak- 
ing that  copy  of  the  Jewish  law  for  Ptolemy  Philadelphia,  264 
years  B,  C  ,  to  put  into  his  library.  The  Egyptian  idea  of  evil, 
being  as  above  stated,  Apop,  "giant  serpent,'"  became  apophis  inac- 
tive sin  in  human  action;  ophis,  in  the  language  of  the  " Septua- 
gint," being  the  word  for  "  serpent."  The  early  Christians  could 
read  the  Septuagint,  but  not  many  of  them  understood  or  could 
read  the  Hebrew,  and  in  this  way  "serpent"  became  fixed  in  the 
mind  that  such  was  the  proper  translation  of  the  Hebrew  word 
ha  nachash.  This  should  have  been  at  once  corrected  by  the  early 
Christians  learned  in  the  Hebrew  and  Greek  languages,  and  would 
have  doubtless  been,  had  the  translation  been  made  contemporane- 
ously with  the  first  promulgation  of  the  Gospel.  But  it  had  been 
made  something  over  three  hundred  years  before,  and  we  all  know  how 
time,  antiquity,  throws  a  halo  of  veneration  over  and  around  every- 
thing that  is  old;  so  much  so,  that  in  the  language  of  Lord  Bacon 
"  even  error  becomes  deified  by  time  in  men's  minds."  The  only 
other  party  that  could  have  corrected  it,  were  the  learned  Jews,  and 
(hey  would  not.  They  had  rejected  Jesus  of  Nazareth  a?  the  Mes- 
siah spoken  of  by  Moses  and  the  prophets,  and  had  an  interest  in 
propagating  every  absurdity  they  could  get  the  Christians  into ;  and 
ail  their  eiforts  were  directed  to  accomplish  this  end.  As  Hebrew 
scholars,  they  knew  "  serpent"  was  no  translation  of  ha  nachash,  and 
therefore  did  not  affect  the  Jewish  faith  in  what  Moses  had  written  ; 
but  this  "  serpent"  story  of  the  Egyptians  (whom  the  Jews  despised 
e.jually  with  Christian  -)  would  serve  their  purpose  in  making  Chris- 
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tianity  and  its  followers  the  more  ridiculous  and  absurd.  To  such  an 
extent  did  the  Jews  carry  this  hatred  of  the  Christians,  that  during 
the  first  and  second  centuries  they  deliberately  multiplied  copies  of 
the  Septuagint  version,  filled  with  the  grossest  mistranslations,  ridic- 
ulous notions  and  absurdities,  so  that  by  the  close  of  the  second 
century,  the  " Septuagint"  versions  were  universally  rejected  as 
wholly  unworthy  of  the  least  regard  by  Christians,  Jews,  Gentiles 
and  Pagans.  This  caused  Origen,  who  was  born  in  the  year  183, 
and  died  in  his  seventieth  year  after,  to  compile  his  celebrated 
Hexapla,  in  which  he  presented  the  text  of  five  of  the  best  copies 
of  the  Septuagint  he  could  find  in  parallel  columns,  and  the  Hebrew 
in  another,  that  the  variations  could  be  seen  at  a  glance.  Fortunately 
or  unfortunately  this  has  been  lost,  and  only  fragments  of  the  Hex- 
apla have  come  down  to  our  day.  We  now  drop  this  digression  and 
resume  our  subject. 

We  have  before  shown  by  the  logic  of  facts  and  Bible  language, 
that  this  tempter  had  mind,  had  speech,  had  reasoning  powers,  and 
that  he  had  more  of  them  than  any  beast  the  Lord  God  had  made. 
(Was  Adam  a  beast?)  That  he  walked  erect,  and  that  his  name 
was  ish,  and  his  female  was  named  ishshah,  and  that  they  were  black; 
that  the  word  ish  is  always  masculine  and  does  not  contain  the  femi- 
nine— that  its  feminine  is  ishshah.  And  on  the  contrary  the  white 
man,  the  Adam's  name,  does  contain  its  feminine,  and  is  of  itself  both 
masculine  and  feminine,  and  he  was  so  created  by  God  when  He  made 
him,  and  that  his  name  was  neither  singular  or  plural,  and  yet  it  is 
both  singular  and  plural.  Eve  was  separated  from  his  body  sixty- 
five  years  after  he  was  created,  and  he  was  the  son  of  God,  and  not 
a  beast,  as  was  the  tempter. 

The  mistake  made  by  our  translators  is  this :  they  mistook  the 
mind  of  the  creature  for  the  creature  itself.  Mistook  ha  nachash, 
u  the  mind,"  which  God  had  conferred  on  the  beast,  for  the  beast 
himself  For  none  can  question  the  fact  that  the  Hebrew  meaning 
of  ha  nachash,  and  that  it  does  describe  the  mind  and  not  the  person 
or  beast  possessing  it.  The  proper  translation,  therefore,  is  this: 
H  Now  the  mind  is  the  wisdom  of  all  the  beasts  of  the  field  (animals) 
which  the  Lord  God  had  made."  Eeader,  can  we  make  you  know 
and  feel  in  your  mind,  heart  and  soul  that  this  is  the  correct,  the  exact 
idea  God  intended  to  convey?  We  can,  if  you  can  or  will  believe, 
not  poor  Ariel,  but  will  believe  divine  inspiration.  In  the  fifteen tli 
verse,  God  says  to  hanachash,  the  same  identical  "  thing,"  ha-  nachash, 
"  I  (God)  will  put  enmity  between  thee  and  the  woman,  and  between 
thy  seed  and  her  seed."  Now  St.  Paul  expressly  says,  "  The  carnal 
{animal)  mind  is  enmity  to  God."  Was  it  originally  so?  No.  7 hen 
when  teas  it  made  so?  Exactly  when  God  said  to  the  mind,  in  him 
who  was  at  the  head  of  all  the  animal  creation,  I  will  put  enmity 
between  you  and  the  woman,  and  between  your  seed  and  her  seed. 
And  this  enmity  was  thus  ordained  of  God  to  last  as  long  as  they 
had  seed  on  the  earth.  But  St.  Paul  does  not  intend  that  his  mean- 
ing shall  be  misunderstood  by  any.  His  language  is  too  precise  to  be 
misapprehended.  He  says  the  carnal  (animal)  mind  is  enmity  to  or 
against  God — "it  is  not  subject  to  the  law  of  God,  neither  indeed  can 
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it  be."  Keader,  is  this  true  or  not?  Was  St.  Paul  mistaken?  If  he 
was  not,  then  to  whom  was  he  referring?  Not  to  Adam,  nor  any  of 
his  posterity.  This  is  plain,  for  the  first  and  great  commandment  is, 
"  Thou  shalt  love  the  Lord  thy  God,  with  all  thy  heart,  and  with  all 
thy  soul,  and,  with  all  thy  mind"  But  here  is  a  mind  which  St. 
Paul  tells  us  is  enmity  to  God,  is  not  subject  to  the  law  of  God,  and 
neither  indeed  can  be.  Our  Savior  says  the  first  and  great  command- 
ment is  that  thou  shalt  love  God  with  all  the  mind,  etc.;  to  whom  was 
this  commandment  given  ?  To  Adam  and  his  posterity  without  a 
shadow  of  doubt.  Would  God  give  such  a  command,  knowing  it 
could  not  be  obeyed,  knowing  that  the  mind  in  Adam's  children  was* 
enmity  to  Him,  unmitigated  enmity,  and  not  subjeet  to  or  under 
rule  to  His  law  or  command,fand  that  indeed  it  can  not  be  nor  could 
be?  Would  it  not  be  strange,  reader,  if  God  were  to  act  so?  Did 
God  ever  issue  a  command  that  could  not  be  obeyed  ?  No.  Now, 
reader,  look  and  see  how  plain  all  of  God's  words,  God's  ideas,  and 
God's  works  are,  if  ive  will  only  learn  of  Him.  The  negro,  the  black 
"  man,"  the  head  of  all  the  beast  and  animal  creation,  and  fit- 
ted by  God  to  fill  the  station  of  serving  Adam,  and  qualified  by 
speech  to  readily  understand  him,  and  endowed  with  mind  fitting 
him  to  attend  upon  him  in  the  Garden  of  Eden,  showing  in  this 
respect  Adam's  mind  as  of  the  earth,  but  not  Adam's  mind  as  of 
God,  the  son  of  God.  The  negro,  tempter,  used  his  mind  to  lead 
Eve  to  eat  the  forbidden  fruit;  she  did  eat,  and  gave  also  to. her 
husband  with  her,  and  he  did  eat.  The  negro's  body,  like  that  of 
animals,  was  mortal  and  would  die,  even  had  Adam  not  sinned. 
This  body  God  had  given  to  serve  Adam.  It  would  die  naturally 
any  how,  therefore  God  did  not  denounce  death  against  it.  With 
these  preliminary  remarks,  we  ask  the  reader  what  it  is  that  was 
cursed  of  God  in  this  sad  drama?  Let  us  be  certain,  for  your  sake, 
that  no  mistake  is  made.  We  will  write  the  Hebrew  for  you  in 
English  letters  of  so  much  of  the  first  verse  of  the  third  chapter  of 
Genesis,  as  defines  the  tempter,  italicising  that  word  so  you  can  know 
it,  and  then  write  from  the  fourteenth  verse  what  God  cursed.  The 
beginning  of  the  first  verse  reads  thus  in  Hebrew :  Ve  ha  nachash 
hay  ah  gnaram  mikol  chaiyath  hassadhah  asher  gnasah  Yehovah 
Elohim.  The  translation  of  which  we  have  given.  Now  turn  to 
the  fourteenth  verse,  containing  God's  curse,  and  what  it  was  levelled 
at  in  Hebrew:  Vayyomer  Yehovah  Elohim  al  ha  nachash  ki 
gnasitha  zoth  arur  attah  mikol  habbehemah  unmikkol  chaiyath 
hassadhah.  This  is  sufficient  to  show  in  both  verses  who  the  tempter, 
ha  nachash,  was,  and  that  it  is  against  ha  nachash  the  curse  was  hurled. 
1  And  the  Lord  God  said  unto  the  nachash,  Because  thou  hast  done 
this,  cursed  art  thou,"  etc.  God  then  cursed  the  mind  that  was  in 
the  negro ;  this  mind,  Adam  shared  through  his  earthly  nature  with 
the  negro,  but  which  in  Adam,  the  white  man,  God  did  not  curse.  And 
hence  the  divine  writers,  when  speaking  of  man's  temptation  to  evil 
(the  white  man)  expressly  declare,  "  That  every  man  is  tempted  of 
his  own  lusts,  and  when  lust  hath  conceived,  it  bringeth  forth  sin." 
Neither  Adam  nor  Eve  were  cursed  of  God,  for  had  this  been  done, 
the  Savior  never  could  have  been  born  of  woman  on  earth,  He  could 
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not  be  born  of  a  being  accursed  of  God.  The  chastisements  He  laid 
on  Adam  and  Eve  are  specific,  and  the  earth  He  did  curse,  and  as 
plainly,  He  has  told  us,  that  under  that  curse  He  will  burn  it  up — 
and  so  will  He  burn  up  everything  upon  which  His  curse  has  fallen, 
or  may  hereafter  fall,  as  in  the-case  of  the  wicked,  "  depart  from  me 
ye  cursed  into  everlasting  fire,  prepared  for  the  devil  and  his  angels." 
Reader,  you  know  the  difference*  between  corporeal  and  mental 
suffering ;  if  the  tortures  of  corporeal  suffering  in  being  burned  up  by 
fire  and  brimstone  are  great,  must  not  the  tortures  be  inconceivably 
great  when  the  mind  is  thus  to  be  burned  up?  But  you  tell  us  the 
mind  can  not  be  burned,  that  it  is  an  immaterial  substance  and  can 
not  be  burned  up.  Not  so  fast,  dear  reader, — death  is  to  be  burned 
up;  is  death  a  material  or  immaterial  substance?  Yet  it  must  die, 
and  is  not  only  to  be  burned  up  in  the  frre prepared  for  the  devil  and 
his  angels,  but  hell  also,  or  rather  Hades,  the  place  of  abode 1  of  dis- 
embodied spirits  (correctly  speaking)  is  to  be  burned  up.  Is  this 
place  a  materiality  f  And  yet  "  the  fire  prepared  for  the  devil  and 
his  angels"  is  to  burn  this  up  also.  Who  prepared  this  fire,  and 
when  is  it  to  be  lighted?  And  where  is  it  to  be  when  lighted — this 
lake  of  fire  and  brimstone ?  Where  are  they  to  be  found?  Most 
certainly  here  on  this  earth  ;  and  on  this  earth  the  devil,  his  angels, 
the  beast  and  the  false  prophet,  and  the  wicked  of  the  white  race  are 
to  be  burned  up — and  as  wre  shall  see  presently.  Such,  however,  are 
the  attendant  consequences  of  the  curses  of  God.  The  sentence 
otherwise  against  the  tempter  is  simply  one  of  degradation.  We  will 
for  the  benefit  of  our  readers,  write  the  whole  sentence  out  as  deliv- 
ered by  God,  and  as  found  correctly  written  in  other  manuscripts.  It 
is  plainly  seen  that  degradation  is  intended.  "  And  the  Lord  God 
said  unto  hanachash,  Because  thou  hast  done  this,  thou  art  cursed 
above  all  cattle,  and  above  every  beast  of  the  field,  and  above  every 
creeping  thing,  of  things  that  go  upon  their  belly  and  eat  from  off 
the  dust,  all  the  days  of  their  life.  And  I  will  put  enmity  between 
thee  and  the  woman,  and  between  thy  seed  and  her  seed,  and  it 
(the  mind  shall  cause  thy  head  to  be)  bruised,  but  thou  shalt  bruise 
its  heel." 

But  how  did  the  Apostles  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  under- 
stand Mis  c  ovinia  rid,  Go  ye  into  all  the  world  and  preach 
the  Gospel  to  every  creature?  He  that  believeth,  and  is 
baptized  shall  be  saved.  Teaching  them  to  observe  all  things 
whatsoever  I  have  commanded  you,  but  he  that  believeth 
not  shall  be  damned.    Did  they  preach  to  the  negro  ? 

St.  Paul  plainly  and  expressly  states  that  the  gospel  had  been 
preached  in  his  day,  "to  every  creature  under  heaven."  Now  is  it 
not  very  strange  that  in  preaching  the  gospel  thus  to  every  creature 
that  they  never  preached  to  a  negro  or  mulatto,  never  baptized  one, 
and  never  established  a  negro  or  mulatto  church  on  this  earth? 
We  defy  every  Roman  Catholic  and  every  Protestant  now  on  earth 
to  point  to  a  single  instance  where  the  apostles  did  either  the  one  or 


HIS  ETHNOLOGICAL  STATUS,  ETC. 


159 


the  other  of  these  things.  They  were  in  the  midst  of  negroes  and 
inulattoes  when  they  commenced  preaching  the  gospel.  If  negroes 
and  mulattoes  were  human  beings,  the  descendants  of  Adam  and 
Eve  or  Noah,  or  either  of 'his  sons,  is  it  reasonable  to  suppose  the 
apostles  could  or  would  have  overlooked  them  ?  Such  a  supposition 
is  preposterous  in  the  face  of  St.  Paul's  declaration.  And  had  they 
done  so,  there  would  most  certainly  have  been  a  record  ot  it,  as  there 
is  of  the  churches  of  the  whites.  But  God  in  His  wisdom  saw 
proper  in  His  overruling  Providence,  that  His  apostles  should  leave 
in  their  writings  such  evidence  in  regard  to  the  negro  as  should 
settle  forever  his  status,  as  being  not  of  Adam's  family.  St.  Peter, 
in  his  second  epistle,  second  chapter,  fourth 2  fifth  and  sixth  verses, 
says:  "  For  if  God  spared  not  the  angels  that  sinned,  but  cast  them 
down  to  hell,  and  delivered  them  into  chains  of  darkness,  to  be 
reserved  unto  judgment:  and  spared  not  the  old  world,  but  saved 
Noah  the  eighth  person,  a  preacher  of  righteousness,  bringing  in  the 
flood  upon  the  world  of  the  ungodly;  and  turning  the  cities  of 
Sodom  and  Gomorrah  into  ashes,  condemned  them  with  an  overthrow 
making  an  example  unto  those  that  after  should  live  ungodly  ;  and 
delivered  just  Lot,"  etc.  And  twelfth  verse:  "But  these  as  natural 
brute  beasts,  made  to  be  taken  and  destroyed."  And  St.  Jude  says: 
"  And  the  angels  which  kept  not  their  first  estate  (station  or  princi- 
pality) but  left  their  own  habitation,  He  hath  reserved  in  everlasting 
chains  under  darkness,  unto  the  judgment  of  the  great  day.  Even 
as  Sodom  and  Gomorrah  and  the  cities  about  them,  in  like  manner 
giving  themselves  over  to  fornication,  and  going  after  strange  flesh, 
are  set  forth  for  an  example,  suffering  the  vengeance  of  eternal 
fire." 

To  comprehend  these  divine  writers  as  they  intended  to  be  under- 
stood, it  is  necessary  to  call  the  attention  of  the  reader  first  to  the 
fact,  not  properly  appreciated  by  any,  that  the  Bible  is  a  revelation 
and  account  inspired  by  God,  and  limited  in  its  account  to  the  creation 
of  these  heavens  and  earth,  and  their  tenantry,  their  original  creation 
— their  present  condition  since  the  fall  of  Adam,  and  their  future 
destiny.  To  this  it  is  limited.  It  does  not  tell  us  by  whom  other 
planets  or  spheres  are  inhabited,  or  whether  inhabited  at  all,  nor  the 
laws  governing  the  inhabitants,  nor  the  nature  of  their  tenantry, 
nor  whether  any  of  them  did  or  did  not  keep  their  "  first  estate," 
and  what  God  did  with  them,  and  certainly  He  did  not  send  any 
being  to  this  earth,  nor  can  any  man  believe  it  any  more  than  he  can 
believe  that  God  has  sent  Adam,  for  his  failure,  to  another  and 
different  planet  from  this  earth.  This  is  so  palpably  plain  to  every 
intelligent  mind  the  moment  attention  is  drawn  to  it,  that  we  will 
not  take  the  time  to  demonstrate  it,  although  many  learned  men,  in 
and  out  of  the  pulpit,  amuse  themselves  by  asserting  the  contrary, 
and  with  learned  expositions  of  their  great  learning  in  discoursing 
about  that  of  which  they  know  not  one  syllable  of  truth.  Reader, 
God's  Bible  was  given  by  Him  to  His  children  of  this  earth,  and  its 
accounts  of  everything  belong,  like  Adam,  to  this  world.  Secondly. 
W e  cannot  understand  St.  Peter  and  St.  Jude,  nor  any  other  divine 
writer,  until  we  learn  better  what  the  word  angel  really  is.  The 
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commonly  received  idea  of  the  wo'rd  angel  is  wholly  erroneous.  It 
means  a  servant,  slave,  or  messenger  of  any  kind,  used  by  another  for 
any  purpose  in  which  his  services  are  employed.  The  context  shows 
always  who  it  is  that  employs  them.  Goo1  uses  messengers.  They 
may  be  of  heaven,  or  they  may  be  of  earth — they  may  be  human,  or 
they  may  be  divine.  Man  in  authority  uses  them,  or  a  friend  may 
be  an  "angel"  to  deliver  any  message,  or  perform  any  errand 
without  any  authority.  St.  John  was  commanded  to  write  what  he 
saw,  and  send  it  to  the  seven  churches  in  Asia.  "  Unto  the  angel  of 
the  church  at,"  etc. ;  these  angels  were  certainly  not  in  heaven.  If 
they  were,  John  would  certainly  have  been  in  trouble  for  a  post  boy, 
as  well  as  to  get  his  letters  into  heaven,  but  no  trouble  whatever  tp 
send  it  to  the  ruler  or  servant  of  the  church  at  Ephesus,  etc.  Thirdly. 
We  have  before  shown,  by  Hebrew  quotations  of  the  word  ebhodh 
(the  word  for  slave,  servant,)  occurring  before  the  fall  of  Adam, 
"  that  Adam  was  attended  by  a  servant  in  the  Garden  of  Eden,  and 
placed  there  by  God."  This  being  so,  the  plain,  obvious,  logical 
deduction  is,  that  for  that  station  God  had  exactly  and  perfectly 
qualified  him  to  fill,  and  in  this  station,  and  thus  qualified  to  fill  it 
by  God,  he  was  "good,"  "  very  good."  Fourthly.  Saints  Peter  and 
Jude,  both  being  Hebrews,  had  learned  in  that  language  the  accounts 
of  these  three  noted  events:  (1)  the  angels,  servants,  slaves,  that 
kept  not  their  first  estate,  or  station,  assigned  them  by  God,  but  left 
their  own  habitation  ;  (2)  the  flood  and  (3)  the  destruction  of  Sodom 
and  Gomorrah  were  all  doubtless  written  in  the  Hebrew  language. 
The  destruction  of  the  two  latter  are  certain  grand  events  that  did 
take  place  on  this  earth,  then  why  not  the  other?  If  the  other  did 
not  take  place  on  this  earth,  but  in  some  other  planet,  how  could  it 
be  an  example  or  ensample  to  us,  who  do  live  on  this  earth?  If 
heavenly  angels  from  another  planet,  was  their  nature,  flesh,  blood  and 
bones,  such  as  ours  ?  This  we  must  know,  or  they  could  be  no  ex- 
ample to  us  for  our  ungodliness.  Did  they  have  the  same  forbidden 
fruit,  and  the  same  command  in  regard  to  it?  These  and  many  other 
similar  questions  show  plainly  that,  these  divine  writers  did  refer  to 
an  event  well  known  and  understood  among  the  Jews,  at  the  time 
they  wrote.  St.  Peter  speaks  of  the  event  (about  the  angels)  as 
happening  in  regular  order,  as  to  time,  being  prior  to  the  deluge,  as 
the  flood  happened  prior  to  the  destruction  of  Sodom  and  Gomorrah. 
All  these  events  are  set  forth  as  examples  or  ensamples  to  those  who 
should  after  live  ungodly.  But  how  can  they  be  ensamples  set  forth 
for  us,  if  it  took  place  not  on  this  earth,  but  in  some  other  planet? 
A  salt,  slimy  sea  or  lake  marks  the  place  where  once  stood  Sodom 
and  Gomorrah.  The  fossil  remains  of  fish  and  sea  animals  are  found 
on  the  tops  of  some  of  the  highest  mountains,  furnishing  evidences 
of  the  destruction  of  the  old  world  by  a  flood.  But  where  is  the 
memorial  of  the  other?  St.  Peter  says  they  "are  delivered  into 
chains  of  darkness  (blackness)  to  be  reserved  unto  judgment."  And 
St.  Jude  says  "  the  angels  which  kept  not  their  first  estate,  but  left 
their  own  habitation  (station)  he  hath  reserved  in  everlasting  chains 
under  darkness  (blackness)  unto  the  judgment  of  the  great  day." 
And  St.  Peter  (twelfth  verse)  says:  "But  these  as  natural  brute 


HIS   ETHNOLOGICAL  STATUS,  ETC. 


161 


beasts/'  etc.  This  information  these  divine  writers  had  unquestion- 
ably received  in  and  learned  from  the  Hebrew  language.  Then  we 
inquire,  what  would  be  these  ''chains  of  darkness"  in  Hebrew 
phraseology?  In  answer  to  this  question,  we  give  its  solution  in  the 
language  of  that  distinguished  Hebrew  scholar,  C.  Biancher  Thomp- 
son, whose  exposition  of  those  words  we  endorse.  He  says:  "  These 
'  chains  of  darkness'  in  Hebrew  phraseology  would  be  nechustayim 
ckoshek;  nechustayim  is  the  dual  form  of  nachash,  and  signifies 
chains  and  fetters.  Choshek  signifies  darkness,  and  is  evidently  a 
cognate  with  nachash."  He  aiso  says :  "  Naehath  is  formed  from 
nachash,  and  signifies  to  go,  or  come  down,  to  bend  down,  evidently 
kindred  with  shuach,  first  forming  shach,  signifying  depressed,  cast 
down.  Shuach  signifies  to  sink  down,  to  bow  down  to  the  dust  as  a 
servant  to  labor.  Other  forms  of  this  root  are  shachah,  shachach, 
shachat  and  shachath,  all  of  which  have  the  same  primary  sense, 
which  is  to  sink  down,  bow  down  as  a  subject.  And  from  this  comes 
shachar,  signifying  first,  to  cleave,  to  break,  to  break  into,  to  pry  into, 
also  to  seek,  to  seek  carefully,  like  nachash,  to  view  and  observe 
attentively  for  the  purpose  of  learning,  but  in  a  wider  sense. 

Second.  It  signifies  to  be  or  to  become  black,  that  is  the  skin  is  black. 
Xhis  verb  was  undoubtedly  secondarily  produced  from  nachash,  and 
thus  suggests  the  black  skin.  But  this  root  has  a  further  meaning — 
the  morning,  tlie  dawn,  dawning  of  life,  dawning  of  evil.  But  the 
strange  singularity  lies  i.»  the  fact  that  the  same  word  should  be  used 
to  denote  black,  or  darkness,  and  evil,  is  also  used  for  the  dawn  or 
morning,  when  the  Hebrew  has  other  words  expressive  of  light  and 
morning  as  applied  to  the  natural  day.  Boker  signifies  morning — 
the  morning  stars  sang,  here  boker  is  used.  Isaiah  calls  Lucifer  the 
son  of  the  morning,  but  morning  is  not  here  translated  from  boker, 
but  is  from  this  word  shachar — he  is  called  the  son  of  shachar,  the 
dawn  of  evil,  hence  the  word  that  represents  the  color,  black,  of  the 
first  transgressor,  is  also  used  to  represent  the  dawn  or  morning  of 
evil,  and  he  who  influenced  the  first  transgression  is  called  the  son 
of  that  morning  sin.  But  the  Hebrew  word  niggar,  meaning  to  be 
thrust  down  and  delivered  into  the  hands  of  another,  and  from  which 
the  Latins  have  their  word  niger,  from  his  color  blacks 

Now  these  divine  writers  plainly  tell  us  of  some  who  kept  not 
their  first,  estate — some  who  left  their  own  habitation,  or  station, 
assigned  them  by  God,,  and  whom  God  cast  down  to  hell,  "  delivered 
into  chains  of  darkness," — "reserved  in  everlasting  chains  under  dark- 
ness, unto  the  judgment  of  the  great  day."  Now  who  are  they? 
V/e  see  (1)  that  Adam  was  attended  in  the  Garden  of  Eden  by  a 
slave,  servant,  (2)  that  he- talked;  (3)  that  he  was  black,  (4)  that  by 
his  talking,  reasoning,  and  disputing  and  lying  to  Eve  that  he 
brought  about  the  transgression  and  fad  of  our  dear  parents ;  (5)  that 
for  this  God  did  cast  him  down,  that  he  kept  not  the  estate  or  station 
God  had  originally  given  him,  he  left  or  was  driven  out  of  his  own 
habitation  or  principality,  and  degraded  by  God  belc^v  all  cattle,  and 
every  beast  of  the  field,  and  below  all  creeping  things,  (6)  and  con- 
fined in  chains  of  negro  blackness,  darkness,  unto  the  judgment  of 
the  great  day — in  chains  that  cannot  rust  on,'  cannot  be  cut  off,  cannot 
14 
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be  broken,  but  will  hold  him  in  darkness  unto  the  judgment  of  the 
great  day.  (7)" That  for  this  cause  the  Gospel  was  never  preached  to 
them,  the  apostles  knowing  these  things,  knew  it  was  never  designed 
for  them.  That  St.  Paul  clearly  states  that  the  animal  or  carnal 
mind  is  enmity  to  God,  not  subject  to  the  law  of  God  (reader,  is  a 
horse's  mind  subject  to  the  law  of  God?  He  is  an  animal  like  the 
negro)  neither  indeed  can  it  be,  for  God  has  cursed  the  mind,  the 
animal  mind,  in  all  beasts,  etc.,  when  He  cursed  it  in  the  negro,  the 
head  of  the  beast  creation ;  but  in  Adam,  the  white  race,  God  did 
not  curse  it.  The  body  is  but  the  tabernacle  that  carries  the  man. — it 
dies;  the  pain  of  the  body  is  of  one  kind,  that  of  the  mind  another. 
The  agonies  of  the  one  are  not  to  be  compared  to  the  agonies  of  the 
other.  If  the  burning  of  the  body  is  painful,  what  must  be  the 
torture  of  the  mind  when  it  is  burning?  You  tell  us  the  mind  is  an 
immateriality  and  cannot  therefore  be  burned.  Death  is  also  an 
immateriality,  it  inflicts  pain,  and  is  itself  also  to  die,  to  be  cast  into 
the  lake  of  fire  and  brimstone.  But  one  other  matter  just  here: 
The  negro,  whom  God  did  create,  caused  the  loss  of  Eden  to  the 
whites, — and  it  was  the  midattoes  that  drove  the  nails  into  the 
Savior's  hands  and  feet  and  pierced  his  side  with  the  spear.  How 
do  we  know  this?  The  Eoman  soldiers  that  crucified  our  Savior 
were  mulattoes,  beings  whom  God  never  created,  ne\;er  put  here  on 
this  earth.  But  how  do  we  know  this  ?  AVe  answer,  by  divine  in- 
spiration. The  twenty-second  Psalm  describes  the  crucifixion  of 
our  Savior;  it  says:  "  For  dogs  have  compassed  me;  the  assembly 
of  the  wicked  inclosed  me :  they  pierced  my  hands  and  my  feet : 
they  part  my  garments  among  them,  and  cast  lots  upon  my  vesture.'' 
Eemember  that  we  have  shown  you,  first,  that  the  words  ha  adhom, 
ish,  enosh  and  anshey,  representing  respectively  the  whites,  blacks, 
mulattoes  of  the  first  and  second  cross  of  whites,  are  never  con- 
founded in  Hebrew  as  the  equivalents  of  each  other,  unless  acci- 
dentally by  the  mistake  of  the  copyist  in  copying  Hebrew  manuscript. 
The  Hebrew  synonj^m  for  the  negro  is  swine,  hog ;  that  of  the  mulatto, 
is  dog — dogs.  How  do  we  know  this?  -  Let  the  Savior  explain: 
when  He  was  on  the  coasts  of  Tyre  and  Sidon4  a  woman  of  Canaan, 
a  Canaanitish  woman,  a  mulattress,  cried  unto  Him  saying  "  have 
mercy  upon  me,  O  Lord,  thou  Son  of  David :  my  daughter  is  griev- 
ously afflicted,  vexed,  with  a  devil."  But  He  answered  not  a 
word — did  not  even  notice  her.  This  strange  conduct  on  the  part  of 
the  Savior  attracted  the  attention  of  His  disciples,  and  they  came 
and  besought  Him,  saying  "  send  her  away  :  for  she  crieth  (clamoreth) 
after  us."  And  He  replied :  "lam  not  sent  but  unto  the  lost  sheep 
of  the  house  of  Israel"  (the  seventy  white  nations  amongst  whom 
God  divided  the  earth  according  to  the  number  of  the  children  of 
Israel — the  house  of  Israel).  She  then  came  and  said,  "  Lord  help 
me."  But  He  answered:  "It  is  not  meet  to  take  the  children's 
bread  and  cast  it  to  dogs."  Dogs !  Was  ever  our  Savior  known  to 
characterize  suffering  humanity  by  such  caricature,  nick  name,  and 
ridicule?  But  His  whole  conduct  in  the  case  is  easily  understood, 
when  it  is  remembered  that  this  was  a  Canaanitish  woman — r  either 
human  nor  brute.    She  replied :  "  Truth,  Lord :  yet  the  dogs  eat  of 
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the  crumbs  that  fall  from  their  master's  table."  Jesus  replied :  for 
this  saying j  not  that  you  are  even  a  brute  that  should  be  assisted  on 
the  Sabbath-day,  but  "  for  this  answer,  go  thy  way — thy  daughter  is 
healed."  From  this  we  learn  two  very  important* tacts :  1.  That  the 
Roman  soldiers  that  crucified  our  Lord  were  mulattoes — dogs,  in 
divine  language  of  twenty-second  Psalm ;  it  was  they  that  pierced 
his  hands,  his  feet,  his  side,  and  who  divided  his  garments  among 
them  and  cast  lots  for  his  vesture,  are  called  by  divine  inspiration 
dogs,  and  which,  by  this  interview  of  the  Canaanite  woman,  our 
Savior  explains  as  being  the  mulatto — neither  brute  nor  human,  a 
being  below  that  of  a  brute,  even  although  it  talks  and  reasons  well. 
2.  That  the  Savior  here  in  this  conversation  expressly  declares  that 
He  is  but  sent  unto  the  lost  sheep  of  the  house  of  Israel — the  seventy 
nations  of  whites  amongst  whom  God  divided  the  earth  according  to 
the  number  (house)  of  the  children  of  Israel.  The  language  of  our 
Savior  is  definite,  the  house  of  Israel  is  all  Israel.  "  Now  these  are 
the  names  of  the  children  of  Israel  which  came  into  Egypt:  every 
man  and  his  household  came  with  Jacob.  *  "*  -*  And  all  the 
souls  that  came  out  of  the  loins  of  Jacob  were  seventy  souls." 
Then  "  When  the  Most  High  divided  to  the  nations  their  inheritance, 
when  He  separated  the  sons  of  Adam  (ha  beni  ah  adhom)  He  set  the 
bounds  of  the  people,  according  to  the  number  of  the  children  of 
Israel"  (Not  the  twelve  tribes  of  Jacob,  for  Jacob  was  the  lot  of 
God's  inheritance  among  the  seventy  that  came  forth  of  the  loins 
of  Israel.)  The  Savior  was  in  this  lot,  and,  therefore,  He  uses  the 
language,  "that  I  am  but  sent  unto  the  lost  sheep  (the  other  white 
nations  of  the  seventy)  of  the  house  of  Israel,"  as  contradistinguished 
from  the  lot  of  God's  inheritance,  which  wTas  the  twelve  tribes.  The 
reader  can  now  see  why  the  Savior  never  instructed  His  disciples  or 
apostles  to  preach  to  or  baptize  a  negro  or  mulatto,  and  why  St.  Peter 
and  St:  Jude  are  so  emphatic  as  to  the  fate  of  those  who  kept  not 
their  first  estate,  and  that  for  leaving  their  station  and  lying,  he  has 
confined,  chained,,  fastened  them 'in  negro  blackness,  darkness,  that 
no  human  ingenuity  can  loose  or  break,  but  will  hold  them  "unto 
the  judgment  of  the  great  day."  "  Cast  not  your  pearls  before 
swine,  the  synonym  for  negro,  nor  give  that  which  is  holViiinto  dogs" 
One  more  point,  and  we  are  then  done  witK  the  negro  for  the  present. 
Our  other  work,  "  The  White  Man,"  will  demonstrate  that  he  alone 
is  the  son  of  adhom,  the  son  of  God,  and  that  he  alone,  of  all  born 
on  earth,  it  is  that  can  have  eternal  life;  that  God  did  speak  to  him, 
but  never  to  a  negro  but  once,  and  that  was  to  curse  him.  But  this 
one  more  point  is, 

WHAT  IS  THE  FINAL  END  OF  THE  NEGEO— AS  TOLD 
BY  DIVINE  .  INSPIRATION  ? 

Reader,  the  strange  ideas  or  truths  that  we  have  put  into  your 
mind,  beginning  with  the  beginning  of  this  world,  by  God's  Word, 
are  to  be  continued  further  yet.  Hell,  in  common  parlance,  the  fire 
prepared  for  the  devil  and  his  angels  (servants),  the  lake  of  fire 
burning  with  brimstone,  in  which  the  wicked  of  our  race,  the  whites 
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are  also  to  be  burned  up,  is  to  be  on  this  earth,  and  will  take  place  be' 
fore  the  present  heavens  and  the  present  earth  shall  be  burned  up;  and 
before  the  new  heavens  and  the  new  earth  are  brought  into  being  as  the 
fid  are  abode  of  the  righteous  in  the  everlasting  life. 

Reader,  note  carefully  what  follows :  You  will  remember  that  in  the 
outset  of  creation,  everything  that  is  made,  that  was  made  by  God, 
when  He  made  the  heavens  and  the  earth,  u  and  all  the  hosts  of 
them,"  that  everything  by  God's  command  sprung  into  life  and 
being  from  the  three  sources,  viz.:  Water,  earth  and  air,  the  latter 
in  Hebrew  parlance  called  the  heaven — so  there  is  a  separate  judg- 
ment day  for  the  power  each  has  exercised  in  the  history  of  this  icorlcUs 
turpitude,  terminating  in  its  destruction.  Three  different  judg- 
ments, terminating  the  final  catastrophe  of  earth's  tragedies.  The 
first  of  these  judgment  days,  the  judgment  is  on  the  negro,  who 
will  be  totally  destroyed  from  the  face  of  the  earth,  as  those  who 
kept  not  their  first  estate  or  station,  and  whom  God  has  confined  in 
chains  of  negro  darkness, -as  hereinbefore  demonstrated  and  recorded 
by  St.  Peter,  second  epistle,  second  chapter,  fourth  verse ;  and  by 
St.  Jude,  first  chapter,  sixth  verse,  and  graphically  described  by  St. 
John  in  Rev.  xix :  17-21.  The  overthrow  is  described  in  the  nine- 
teenth and  twentieth  verses.  "And  the  beast  was  taken,  and  with 
him  the  false  prophet  that  wrought  miracles  before  him,  with  which 
he  had  deceived  them  that  had  received  the  mark  of  the  beast  and 
them  that  worshipped  his  image.  These  both  were  cast  alive  into  a 
lake  of  fire  burning  with  brimstone."  The  negro  being  thus  des- 
troyed from  the  face  of  earth,  and  together  with  all  his  aiders  and 
abettors  to  equality  with  the  sons  of  Adam,  the  Son  of  God,  and 
thrown  into  this  lake  of  fire  burning  with  brimstone,  prepares  the 
way  for  the  opening  of  the  next  grand  scene,  preparatory  to  the 
second  judgment  day,  distant, "as  to  time,  "a  little  season"  over  one 
thousand  years.  The  arch  enemy  to  Adam  and  his  race  being  des- 
troyed, the  divine  writer  describes  it  in  the  twentieth  chapter.  As 
an  "  angel  came  down  from  heaven  having  the  key  of  the  bottomless 
pit  and  a  great  chain  in  his  hand;  and  he  laid  hold  on  the  dragon  " 
(the  mind  that  was  in  the  negro,  and  did  his  talking  to  Eve,  and 
which  mind  Adam's  posterity  shares  by  its  earthly  nature,  but  not 
cursed  by  God  in  Adam,  but  was  so  cursed  of  God  in  the  negro), 
"that  old  serpent,  which  is  the  devil,  and  Satan,  and  bound  him  a 
thousand  years,  and  cast  him  into  the  bottomless  pit,  and  shut  him 
up  and  set  a  seal  upon  him,  that  he  should  deceive  the  nations  no 
more  till  the  thousand  years  should  be  fulfilled;  and  after  that  he 
must  be  loosed  a  little  season,  "  to  go  out  to  deceive  the  nations  which 
are  in  the  four  quarters  of  the  earth — their  number  as  the  sand  of 
the  sea."  Reader,  notice:  The  divine  writer  tells  us  whom  it  is  the 
angel  lays  hold  on,  the  devil,  gives  all  of  his  aliases — so  there  should 
be  no  mistake  as  to  who  and  what  was  bound  and  shut  up  in  the  bot- 
tomless pit — that  it  was  the  dragon  (mind  of),  the  old  serpent,  which 
is  the  devil,  and  "  Satan."  This  latter  term  Satan,  we  shall  have  a 
special  use  for  presently.  We  asked  the  reader  a  moment  since  to 
notice  who  and  what  it  was  that  the  angel  laid  hold  on  and  con- 
fined— that  it  was  the  dragon,  that  old  serpent,  which  is  the  devil — 
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this  is  the  negro  mind  and  body — these  were  certainly  thrown  into  the 
lake  of  fire,  and  then  confined  in  the  bottomless  pit — and  Satan. 
Now  we  ask  the  reader  to  notice  what  it  is  that  is  looked — note : 
u  That  when  the  thousand  years  are  expired,  Satan  shall  be  loosed 
out  of  his  prison,  and  go  forth  to  deceive  the  nations,  Gog  and  Magog, 
the  white  people  of  earth — to  give  certainty  that  the  white  race  is 
alone  intended,  the  divine  writers  mention  the  sons  of  Japheth, 
Gog  and  Magog.  But  you  ask,  why  are  we  particular  in  regard  to 
the  word  Satan  t  Is  he  not  the  devil  ?  Yes.  He  is  the  devil  in  the 
"  white  man,"  and  which  God  never  cursed  ;  but  the  devil  in  the  negro 
God  did  curse,  burnt  up  first.  A  wide  difference.  That  belonging  to 
the  negro  is  confined  not  only  for  the  thousand  years,  but  for  eter- 
nity— burned  up;  while  at  the  end  of  the  thousand  years,  Satan,  the 
devil  in  the  white  man,  from  his  earthly  nature,  and  from  the  mind 
in  the  negro,  thus  held  in  common  between  the  negro  and  Adam,  this 
was  to  be  looked  "  for  a  little  season."  Whites  among  whites,  the  last 
vestige  of  opposition  to  God  and  the  word  of  His  truth,  is  let  loose, 
and  gathers  from  the  four  quarters  of  the  earth  Gog  and  Magog, 
the  whites  together,  the  number  of  whom  is  as  the  sand  of  the  sea, 
and  they  went  up  on  the  breadth  of  the  earth  and  compassed  the 
camp  of  the  saints  about  and  the  beloved  city,  and  fire  came  down 
from  God  out  of  Heaven  and  devoured  them.  And  the  devil  that 
deceived  them  was  cast  into  the  lake  of  fire  and  brimstone,  where 
the  beast  and  the  false  prophet  are,  and  shall  be  tormented  day  and 
night  (forever  and  ever )  in  the  age  of  ages,  as  it  should  have  been 
translated.  This  is  the  second  judgment  of  God,  between  which 
and  the  first  judgment  there  is  a  space  of  time,  "  a  little  season  "  of 
over  one  thousand  years.  Whatever  that  little  season  may  be,  we 
know  not,  but  we  do  know  that  between  the  first  and  the  last  judg- 
ment, when  the  small  and  great  shall  stand  before  God,  and  the 
books  be  opened,  and  another  book  opened,  which  is  the  book  of 
life,  and  the  dead  were  judged  out  of  those  things  which  were  writ- 
ten in  the  books,  there  is  an  exact  period  of  twelve  hundred  and 
sixty  years — "  a  time,  and  time?,  and  half  a  time." 

But  a  question  comes  up:  How  do  we  know  the  negro  is  the 
beast  with  seven  heads  and  ten  horns  ?  We  answer :  It  will  be  seen 
that  the  seven  heads,  the  sources  of  its  power,  are  crowned — that  in 
regard  to  the  red  dragon  (reader,  look  at  the  meaning  of  the  term 
dragon),  the  ten  horns  are  crowned,  the  first  the  M  man  n  or  being,  and 
the  second  the  sources  of  his  power.  Protestants  and  Eoman  Cath- 
olics are  both  wrong  in  charging  each  other  as  being  the  beast  with 
seven  heads  and  ten  horns — neither  of  them  are  beasts.  The  tempter 
was  a-  beast.  The  power  exercised  by  his  seven  heads  was  to  affect 
the  destinies  of  this  world  from  the  beginning  to  its  end.  And  St. 
John  so  regarded  it,  not  the  destiny  from  the  time  he  saw  it,  to  the 
erd  of  the  world,  but  as  affecting  the  world  from  the  beginning  to  the 
end  of  time.  The  solution  is  plain — the  divine  writer  called  it  a  beast. 
We  know  that  the  tempter  was  a  beast.  His  conduct  affected  the 
whole  world.  He  had  his  head  (1)  and  his  two  horns  or  sources  of 
power.  (2)  Adam's  conduct  affected  the  whole  world  also,  and  he 
had  his  head  and  his  two  horns  or  sources  of  power.    (3)  Xoah, 
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similarly  situated  as  Adam,  had  his  head  and  his  two  horns  or 
sources  "of  power.  This  makes  three  heads  and  six  horns.  Now, 
what  was  the  next  power  thus  aftetfting.  the  whole  icorldf  it  is  politi- 
cal power ,  and  Nebuchadnezzar  was  the  first  monarch  of  all  the 
earth — the  power  was  but  one — political — and  consequently  but  one 
horn,  one  head  (4)  and  one  horn,  making  the  seventh  and  is  crowned. 
Cyrus,  the  Medo-Persian,  was  the  next  monarch  of  all  the  world,  one 
head  (5)  and  one  horn  (8).  The  Medo-Persian  was  succeeded  by  Alex- 
ander the  Great,  Grecian  monarch  of  all  the  world,  and  was  the  (6)  head 
and  the  (9)  horn.  He  was  succeeded  by  the  Roman  Empire,  that 
ruled  the  world,  and  is  the  seventh  head  and  the  tenth  horn.  But 
the  divine  writer  did  not  intend  we  should  be  mistaken  as  to  who 
or  what  is  this  beast — he  says  he  saw  a  beast  rise  out  of  the  sea  hav- 
ing seven  heads  and  ten  horns,  and  upon  his  horns  ten  crowns.  The 
beast  was  like  a  leopard,  black  and  yellow,  the  negro  and  mulatto — 
and  his  feet  like  the  feet  of  a  bear.  We  defy  negro  or  white  man 
to  distinguish  the  track  of  a  negro's  foot,  in  walking  along,  from  the 
print  of  a  bear's  foot  on  sand,  soft  clay  or  mud.  We  have  seen  this 
tried  by  both  whites  and  negroes,  and  both  most  signally  failed. 
"  And  liis  mouth  as  the  mouth  of  a  lion."  Eeader,  go  before  a  lion 
with  an  African  along  side,  and  look  at  the  lion's  mouth,  his  lips, 
and  then  look  at  the  negro's  mouth  and  lips,  and  see  that  one  is,  as 
it  were,  the  counterparc  of  the  other.  But  the  divine  writer  goes 
one  step  further.  He  looked  again,  "  and  saw  one  of  his  heads,  as 
it  were,  wounded  unto  death,  and  his  deadly  wound  was  healed." 
This  was  the  negro's  own  head,  which  at  the  flood  was  wounded 
"  nigh  unto  death,"  but  which  Noah  and  his  sons  permitted  to  be 
healed.  But  the  third  and  last  judgment  is  that  of  the  white  race, 
the  Sons  of  God,  and  is  described  by  St.  John,  Rev.  xx:  11-15 
verses,  and  then  comes  the  new  heaven  and  new  earth,  the  abode  of 
the  blessed,  the  home  of  our  God  and  of  our  Savior,  of  the  re- 
deemed forever.  Between  this  last  resurrection  and  judgment  and 
the  first,  there  is  a  space  of  time  of  1260  years.  And  death  and  hell 
were  cast  into  the  lake  of  fire.  This  is  the  second  death:  and  who- 
soever wa^  not  found  written  in  the  book  of  life,  was  cast  into  ti  e 
lake  of  fire.  Eeader,  are  death  and  hell  personalities?  The  "mind 
of  the  tempter"  is  just  the  same  kind.  •  All  the  wicked,  the  tempted 
and  the  tempters,  tiie  dragon,  that  old  serpent,  called  the  devil  and 
Satan,  are  to  be  thrown,  plunged  into  the  lake  of  fire  a*id  brim- 
stone, and  burnt  tip,  literally  burnt  up,  which  is  the  second  death; 
and  that  is  the* end  of  them.  But  we  said  that  we  had  au  object  in 
referring  to  the  word  Satan,  and  to  which  we  now  invite  the  atten- 
tion of  the  reader.  We  have  before  sliown  that  the  tempter  was  the 
mind  in  the  negro.  This  mind,  it  is  equally  plainly  shown,  God  did 
curse — it  was  the  "animal"  mind  which  was  thus  cursed — that  mind 
which  St.  Paul  said  is  "  enmity  to  God,  is  not  subject  to  the  law  of 
God  (is  a  horse  subject  to  the  law  of  God?)  neither,  indeed,  can 
be."  This  mind  in  the  negro,  as  the  head, of  aW-beasts  and  animals, 
God  did  curse.  Adam  being  from  the  earth  in  body,  possessed  the 
same  "  kind"  of  mind  that  was  in  the  negro ;  but  God  did  not  curse 
it  in  Adam.    Now  there  must  be  manifestly  plain  to  every  intelh- 
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gent  reader  a  vast  difference  in  this  mind,  as  possessed  by  the  negro 
and  cursed  of  God,  and  that  mind  in  Adam  not  so  cursed.  The 
distinction  is  obvious  to  every  person ;  and  consequently  there  must, 
of  necessity,  be  a  difference  in  the  terra  by  which  each  is  desig- 
nated by  the  divine  writers,  and  as  applied  to  the  negro  and  white 
man  respectively.  On  the  part  of  the  white  man,  the  term  is  Satan, 
meaning  in  Hebrew  an  adversary,  any  kind  of  adversary  or  op- 
poser  of  God's  law,  any  opposition  from  any  cause  or  source  whatso- 
ever, to  what  is  good,  right  and  proper,  or  that  may  be  required  by 
G^l ;  and  this  is  covered  by  the  word  Satan.  Proof,  Job  i :  6. 
"  Now  there  was  a  day  when  the  sons  of  God  (Adam)  came  to  pre- 
sent themselves  before  the  Lord,  and  Satan  came  also  among  them" 
Look  at  what  follows,  and  it  is  plainly  seen  that  it  is  the  mind  in  the 
white  man  that  is  here  spoken  of.  But  our  Savior  settles  this  ques- 
tion, Matt,  xvi:  22-23,  in  his  reply  to  St.  Peter,  "Get  thee  behind 
me,  Satan.11  Was  Peter  Satan  personally  ?  or  is  it  the  mind,  as  ex- 
pressed by  him  in  words,  a  moment  before  that  the  Savior  called 
Satan  f  Plainly  this  mind,  from  his  earthly  nature  and  nothing 
else.  Again  "  God  will  bruise  Satan  under  your  feet  soon "  — 
"the  synagogue  of  Satan,"'  meaning  the  Jews  as  a  people,  and  the 
Jews  as  a  religious  body.  While  on  the  other  hand  the  original 
tempter,  by  divine  authority,  is  this  mind  in  the  negro,  and  cursed 
of  God  ;  and  is,  by  the  same  divine  authority  called  "  the  dragon," 
"  that  old  serpent,"  "  which  is  the  devil,"  and  Satan,  as  it  exists  in 
the  white  man,  and  which  the  angel  bound  for  one  thousand  years. 
And  when  the  thousand  years  are  fulfilled,  what  is  it  that  is  loosed 
for  "a  little  season  ?"  Xot  the  dragon,  not  that  old  serpent,  which 
is  the  devil,  for  these  are  already  in  the  lake  of  fire  that  burns  with 
brimstone ;  but  what  is  then  to  be  loosed,  is  not  from  this  lake, 
but  from  the  bottomless  pit,  it  is  Satan — the  Satan,  the  devil  in  the 
white  man.  And  it  is  that  which  is  the  adversary  or  opposer  of  God 
and  His  righteousness,  and  which  is  destroyed  by  the  second  judgment. 
Then  comes  the  general  resurrection  and  final  judgment  for  the 
white  man,  the  children  of  Adam,  when  "the  last  enemy,  death, 
shall  be  destroyed  * — for  Christ,  as  the  son  of  Adam,  and  as  the  Son 
of  God,  "  must  reign  until  He  hath  put  all  enemies  under  His  feet." 
"  And  the  last  enemy  is  death." 

The  first  of  the  "  great  dags  of  judgment,"  is  recorded  by  St.  John 
in  Kev.  xix :  17-21,  and  includes  the  negro  and  all  those  associated 
with  him  as  aiders  and  abettors.  From  the  time  of  this  "  great  day 
of  judgment,"  in  which  the  negro  and  his  abettors  are. wholly  and 
bodily  burnt  up,  leaving  not  one  alive  on  the  earth,  there  will  be  a 
space  "for  a  little  season"  over  one  thousand  years,  to  the  next 
"great  day  of  judgm'ent,"  which  is  described  by  St.  John  in  Rev. 
xx :  4-10,  wherein  Satan,  the  devil  in  the  white  man,  and  all  his 
aiders  and  abettors  are  also  thrown  into  the  lake  of  fire  and  brim- 
stone, where  the  beast  and  false  prophet  are.  These  are  judgment 
»-  days  of  the  Almighty — not  that  of  the  resurrection.  The  resurrec- 
tion of  the  white  race  follows  next,  when  the  dead,  small  and  great 
shall  stand  before  God  and  are  judged  out  of  the  things  written 
in  the  books,  and  were  judged  every  man  according  to  his  works. 
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And  death  and  hell  were  cast  into  the  lake  of  fire — this  is  the  sec- 
ond death,  and  whosoever  was  not  found  written  in  the  book  of  life  was 
cast  into  the  lake  of  fire.  All  this  is  recorded  by  St.  John  in  Rev. 
xx :  11-15,  and  takes  place  1260  years  after  the  first  judgment  of 
the  great  day  first  referred  to ;  and  this  takes  place,  and  all  the 
wicked  burnt  up,  before  the  present  heavens  and  the  present  earth 
shall  melt  with  fervent  heat ;  and  before  the  new  heavens  and  new 
earth,  with  its  glorious  capital  city,  the  new  Jerusalem,  the  future 
home  of  the  blessed,  shall  be  ushered  into  existence — the  home  qf 
our  God  and  of  our  Savior. 

CONCLUSION  OF  WHAT  WE  HAVE  SEEN  IN  GOD'S 

WORD. 

[1]  We  have  seen  that  the  Hebrew  word  ebhodh  is  the  same  word 
that  was  used  by  Noah  when  he  cursed  Canaan,  and  is  used  by  the 
divine  writer  before  the  fall  of  Adam,  but  is  not  translated  in  our 
Bibles.  [2]  That  where  the  word  is  used  before  the  fall,  the  lan- 
guage shows  that  God  had  given  to  Adam  a  slave  servant  to  do  his 
bidding,  as  Adam  had  to  do  the  bidding  of  the  Almighty.  [3]  That 
God  never  intended  Adam  and  Eve  to  work.  [4]  That  they  never 
worked  until  after  the  fall.  [5]  That  their  posterity  did  not  work 
till  after  the  flood,when  seedtime  and  harvest  had  rendered  it  neces- 
sary, in  consequence  of  winter  and  summer,  then  first  introduced  on 
this  earth.  [6]  That  the  word  translated  serpent  is  improper.  [7] 
That  the  "Hebrew  ha  nachash  is  not  the  personality  but  the  .  mind  of 
the  tempter,  as  the  head  of  animal  and  beast  nature.  [8]  That  the 
Hebrew  term  for  serpent  is  not  nachash  but  saraph.  [9]  That  had 
the  tempter  been  in  reality  a  serpent,  the  divine  writer  would  have 
used  the  plain  Hebrew  word  saraph,  which  does  mean  serpent  and 
nothing  else,  instead  of  nachash,  which  does  not  mean  serpent  but 
does  mean  mind,  the  wisdom  with  which  God  had  endowed  all  beasts 
and  animals,  and  possessed  in  this  animal  or  beast,  the  tempter,  in 
perfection  as  their  head.  [10]  That  to  qualify  him  as  the  servant 
or  attendant  of  Adam,  God  endowed  him  with  speech  as  well  as 
rational  powers.  [11]  Speech  and  rational  powers  Adam  had  also  in 
common  with  him,  (the  tempter,)  from  his  earthly  nature,  and 
through  which  he  is  still  tempted.  [12]  That  the  wisdom  which  the 
tempter  had  was  alone  from  his  animal  nature — from  below — from 
the  earth.  [13]  That  the  wisdom  of  Adam  was  alone  from  God — 
from  above.  [14]  That  this  mind  or  wisdom  in  the  tempter  God 
cursed.    [15]  That  the  mind  or  wisdom  in  Adam  God  did  not  curse. 

16]  That  God  made  all  beasts  and  animals  below  the  tempter  dumb. 

17]  That  serpents  are  dumb  now.  [18]  That  they  were  originally 
made  so  by  God.  [19]  That  therefore  it  was  not  a  serpent  that 
talked  with  our  honored  and  beautiful  mother.  [20]  That  the 
tempter  was  to  have  children — seed — and  live  and  die  among  the 
children  or  seed  of  Eve.  [21]  That  God  put  enmity  between  him 
and  Eve,  and  between  his  seed  and  her  seed,  and  that  a  knowledge 
of  this  enmity  was  to  be  transmitted  and  could  alone  be  transmitted 
by  talking,  by  speech.    [22]  That  this  temoter  is  introduced  to  Eve 
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by  a  conversation  voluntarily  commenced  by  himself.  [23]  That 
he  talked  then,  and  therefore  talks  yet,  as  deprivation  of  speech  is 
no  part  of  the  curse  denounced  against  him  by  God.  [24]  That 
darkness  in  God's  order  of  creation  always  precedes  light,  and  there- 
fore the  black  "  man "  precedes  in  creation  the  white  man.  [25] 
That  all  beings  or  things  created  before  the  >vhite  man  were  earthly 
and  only  earthly,  and  have  no  existence  beyond  the  grave.  [26] 
That  Adam  (the  white  man)  was  the  last  being  God  created,  and 
He  created  his  wife  in  his  body  at  the  same  time;  and  endued  it 
with  eternal  life  when  He  breathed  into  his  nostrils  the  breath  of 
lives ;  a  life  direct  from  himself  and  by  which  he  was  connected 
directly  with  God  as  his  Father,  and  an  earthly  life  for  his  "  nat- 
ural "  body  formed  out  of  the  dust  of  the  ground  ;  thus  securing  to 
him  immortality  for  himself  and  Eve,  created  then  in  his  body. 
[27]  That  God  is  white,  as  His  Son  Jesus  Christ  is  white  and  the 
express  image  of  GooVs  person.  As  like  always  produces  its  like,  white 
parents  produce  white  children,  and  black  parents  produce  black 
children  ;  [28]  that  therefore  as  Adam  and  Eve  were  the  children 
of  God  they  too  must  be  white.  [29]  That  Adam  and  Eve  being  the 
children  of  God  and  placed  by  him  here  on  this  earth,  "  to  have 
dominion  over  it  and  every  thing  that  liveth  and  moveth  upon  the 
earth,"  that  they,  and  they  alone,  have  eternal  life  and  can  live 
beyond  the  grave.  [30]  That  the  black  man  bears  the  same  rela- 
tionship only  to  the  white  man  that  night  bears  to  day,  that  darkness 
bears  to  light;  the  darkness  is  somewhat  "  shaved  off"  by  the 
mulatto,  but  God  made  only  the  night  and  morning,  the  darkness 
and  the  light — the  mulatto  He  did  not  make,  (and  as  God  did  not 
make  him,  who  gave  him  a  "  soul  ?  "  )  [31]  God  gave  the  name  to 
His  son  Adam,  our  grand  and  noble  father,  ha  Adhom,  and  to  His 
daughter,  our  beautiful  mother,  ha  Chavah.  [32]  That  the  name 
of  our  illustrious  father  could  have  been  given  him  alone  by  God,  who 
is  alone  his  father,  for  his  name  is  neither  singular  nor  plural,  and  yet 
it  is  both  singular  and  plural,  it  is  neither  masculine  nor  feminine, 
and  yet  it  is  both  masculine  and  feminine,  showing  in  the  very  name 
that  none  but  Omniscience  could  have  selected  that  name,  which  has 
no  parallel  in  any  language  on  earth.  [33]  That  Adam's  name  does 
contain  its  feminine,  while  that  of  the  tempter,  the  black  man, 
ish,  does  not  contain  its  feminine,  but  has  its  feminine  in  ishshah. 
[34]  That  any  translation  in  our  Bible  therefore  that  gives  woman 
as  the  feminine  of  adhom  or  ha  adhom  is  necessarily  false,  for  there 
is  no  feminine  to  adhom  or  ha  adhom  in  the  Hebrew  language. 
[35]  But  that  there  is  to  ish,  (masculine)  its  feminine  in  islishah,  as 
in  the  names  of  all  brutes  and  animals,  the  masculine  and  feminine 
do  exist  independently  of  each  other,  showing  that  they  were 
created  11  brought  forth  by  the  earth  at  the  command  of  God,  in 
pairs,  while  Adam  and  his  female  were  an  unit,  both  being  in  the 
same  body  when  created  by  God — Eve  being  separated  from  Adam's 
body  sixty-five  years  after.  [36]  That  this  unity  is  ordained  of 
God  to  continue  in  the  married  relation,  and  they  twain  shall  be 
one  flesh.  [37J  Whilst  with  the  tempter  when  denounced  by  God, 
although  admitted  by  God  then  to  have  "  seed,"  and  that  he  would 
15 
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continue  to  have  "  seed,"  yet  no  marriage  relation  then  existed 
between  him  and  his  female,  nor  was  any  ordained  of  God  ever  to 
exist  any  more  than  now  exists  between  beasts  and  animals.  [38] 
That  God  did  ordain  the  marriage  relation  between  Adam  and  Eve 
(the  whites)  and  their  children  to  latest  posterity,  but  none  with 
the  negro  or  other  animals.  [39]  This  marriage  relation  thus  or- 
dained of  God  was  specific  and  to  produce  children  of  God,  for  the 
Psalmist  says  that  Adam's  children  are  "  the  heritage  of  the  Lord," 
but  not  so  of  negroes,  mulattoes,  or  other  beasts  and  animals.  [40] 
That  Cain  "  married  "  a  negress.  [41]  That  this  is  shown  by  the 
mark  God  put  upon  him,  for  God  simply  blacked  his  skin  to  proclaim 
to  the  negroes  as  far  as  they  could  see  him  that  he,  like  them,  was 
black,  and  as  the  Hebrew  imports.  [42]  That  making  Cain's  shin 
black,  that  enmity  which  God  put  between  the  "  tempter,"  the 
black  "  man,"  and  the  whites,  would  not  be  aroused  on  Cain's 
approaching  them,  as  his  skin,  like  theirs,  was  thus  made  black  by 
the  Lord.  "[43]  That  he  took  him  a  wife  of  the  negroes.  [44]  That 
when  his  first  child  was  born,  the  enmity  of  the  negroes  immedi- 
ately revived  and  they  determined  to  kill  Cain,  for  his  son  Enoch, 
Enosh,  instead  of  being  born  black  and  as  their  "  children  "  always 
had  been,  like  producing  like  and  in  their  own  image  and  after  their 
own  likeness,  was  a  mulatto,  and  after  the  likeness  of  neither  father 
or  mother.  [45]  That  the  enmity  thus  aroused  compelled  Cain  to 
build  not  a  city,  but  a  "  defence,"  a  "  redoubt,"  a  "  wall"  around 
his  abode  to  protect  himself  and  "  family  "  from  being  slain.  [46] 
That  the  genealogy  of  Cain's  family  shows  his  family  to  be  neither 
human  nor  brutes.  [47]  For  they  are  said  to  be  the  fathers  of  such 
(not  children)  but  of  such  as  "  dwell  in  tents,"  such  as  "  have  cattle," 
such  as  "  handle  the  harp  and  organ,''  such  as  are  "  workers  in  iron, 
brass,"  etc.  [48]  That  Cain  was  cursed  of  God,  and  cursed  of  God 
hath  no  "  eternal  life  abiding  in  him."  [49]  That  his  whole  family 
became  extinct  in  the  fifth  consecutive  whi  e  cross.  [50]  That  none 
of  them  entered  the  ark  with  Noah.  [51]  That  Noah  cursed 
Canaan  for  a  similar  offense,  viz. :  criminal  connection  with  a  beast, 
a  negress,  whose  progeny  are  called  tics.  [52]  That  God  bu/nt  up 
those  of  them  living  in  Sodom  and  Gomorrah,  etc.,  with  fire  and 
brimstone.  [53]  That  He  then  sunk  the  ground  whereon  they  had 
built  these  cities,  thirteen  hundred  feet  beloiv  the  icaters  of  the  Medi- 
terranean Sea.  [54]  That  this  Lake  Asphaltities  is  the  represen- 
tative symbol  of  the  "  lake  of  fire,"  burning  with  brimstone,  into 
which  all  negroes  that  may  be  alive  on  earth  will,  with  the  beast 
and  false  prophet  be  thrown,  twelve  hundred  and  sixty  years  before 
the  resurrection  angl  judgment  of  the  righteous  and  wicked  whites. 
[  55  ]  That  God,  when  he  told  Abraham  that  in  the  u  fourth 
generation "  the  iniquity  of  the  Amorites  would  be  full,  (they 
then  being  the  first  cross  between  whites  and  blacks,)  shows  that 
in  the  fifth  this  f^eed  would  become  extinct.  [56]  That  God 
ordered  Moses  and  Joshua  to  exterminate  these  mulattoes,  being 
neither  human  nor  brute,  and  to  "  leave  nothing  alive  that  breathes." 
[57J  That  in  the  days  of  Peleg,  God  separated  the  son  of  Adam  from 
the  negroes,  when  he  then  divided  to  them  the  earth,  tracing  each 
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family  in  genealogy  in  the  whites  alone  and  back  to  Noah  and  to 
Adam.  [58]  That  to  testify  to  the  latest  ages  His  abhorrence  of 
this  "  mixed,  corrupt  breed,"  God  defined  the  locality  of  these  ites, 
and  whom  He  afterward  burnt  up  in  Sodom  and  Gomorrah  and  the 
residue  He  directed  Moses  and  Joshua  to  exterminate  without  mercy. 
[59]  That  there  was  a  second  separation  of  God's  people,  His  white 
children,  from  the  mulattoes,  in  the  days  of  Israel,  when  Esau  was 
rejected  because  he  had  married  two  mulatto  wives,  and  Jacob  chosen. 
[60]  That  God  authorized  and  approved  the  slaughter  of  Shechem, 
a  mulatto  prince,  and  all  the  males  of  his  people,  for  lying  with 
Dinah,  the  daughter  of  Jacob,  a  white  woman.  [61]  That  Abraham 
refused  and  would  not  and  did  not  buy  the  cave  of  Macpelah  and 
field  from  Ephron  the  Hittite,  a  mulatto,  for  a  burying  place,  because 
he,  Abraham,  knew  that  God  had  given  the  whole  earth  to  the  whites, 
and  not  one  foot  of  it  to  a  negro  or  mulatto  any  more  than  to  wild 
beasts.  [62]  That  Solomon  tells  us  in  the  third  chapter  of  Eccle- 
siastes,  that  God  had  so  plainly  manifested  the  negro  that  he  him- 
self might  see  and  "  know  that  they  themselves  are  beasts."  [63] 
That  Moses  tells  us  equally  plain  in  the  thirty-second  chapter  of 
Deuteronomy,  that  these  blacks  and  mulattoes  were  not  God's 
children,  "Our  own  enemies  themselves  being  judges," — u  for  their 
spot,  their  color,  is  not  the  'spot,'  or  color  of  God's  people"  [64] 
That  Zecbariah  rejoiced  exceedingly  when  the  Lord's  worship  would 
be  restored,  that  "  then  there  would  be  no  more  the  Canaanite  in  the 
House  of  the  Lord  of  Hosts."  [65]  That  Ezra  and  Nehemiah  made 
the  Jews  swear  on  the  altar  that  they  would  repudiate  their  negro 
and  mulatto  wives,  and  the  "children"  they  had  by  them.  [66] 
That  this  shows  God's  abhorrence  of  both  negro  and  mulatto,  for 
He  would  not  contradict  and  ignore  His  own  moral  laws  touching 
husbands  and  wives,  parents  and  children,  and  the  right  of  any  of 
Adam's  pure  sons  and  daughters  to  enter  the  House*  of  the  Lord  of 
Hosts.  [67]  That  no  confusion  would  ever  have  existed  in  legard 
to  the  position  of  the  whites,  blacks  and  mulattoes,  had  our  translators 
done  themselves  or  their  readers  justice.  [68]  Instead  of  this,  they 
translated  all  the  Hebrew  terms  by  which  these  are  designated  by 
one  word,  man,  although  differing  so  much  with  each  other.  [69] 
That  neither  our  Savior,  nor  His  evangelists,  nor  His  apostles,  never 
preached  to  a  negro  or  mulatto,  nor  baptized  one,  and  never  estab- 
lished a  negro  or  mulatto  church  on  this  earth,  although  right  in  the 
midst  of  negroes  and  mulattoes ;  and  St.  Paul  said  that  in  his  day 
"the  Gospel  had  been  preached  to  every  creature  under  heaven"  but' 
not  to  a  negro  or  mulatto.  [70]  That  Saints  Peter  and  Jude  tell  us 
that  they  who  kept  not  their  first  estate,  God  has  reserved  in  chains 
of  negro  darkness  unto  the  judgment  of  the  great  day.  [71]  That 
this  "  judgment  of  the  great  day,"  is  the  first  of  God's  judgments 
preparatory  to  the  destruction  of  this  world,  and  is  that  of  the 
negro  and  all  his  abettors  and  supporters  for  equal  rights,  social,  political 
and  religious  loith  the  whites,  "  before  the  law,"  from  the  beginning  of 
time  to  that  day,  when  they  and  every  negro  then  living  on  the  earth 
will  be  burnt  up  alive,  with  the  beast  and  false  prophet,  in  a  lake  of 
fire  burning  with  brimstone,  and  which  is  accurately  described  in 
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Revelations,  xix. :  17-21,  and  will  take  place  on  this  earth  twelve 
hundred  and  sixty  years  before  the  resurrection  and  general  judg- 
ment, when  death  and  hell  shall  be  cast  into  the  lake  of  fire,  and 
which  is  the  second  death.  [72]  This  "  binding  of  the  dragon,"  that 
old  serpent,  which  is  the  devil,  is  accomplished  simply  by  burning  up 
every  negro  on  earth  that  may  then  be  alive,  together  with  all  their 
white  associates  and  abettors  from  the  fall  of  man  to  that  hour,  and 
such  is  the  end  of  the  negro  and  his  confreres  on  this  earth.  Another 
similar  judgment  follows  on  the  whites  in  a  "  little  season"  after 
the  thousand  years  are  fulfilled  when  satan,  who  is  the  devil  in  the 
white  man,  shall  be  loosed  and  gather  the  whites,  they  who  are 
opposers  of  God,  to  the  great  battle  and  that  we  may  know  it  is  the 
whites  alone — the  divine  writer  tells  us  that  it  is  Gog  and  Magog,  the 
terms  which  represent  the  white  race  alone,  and  they,  too,  are  des- 
troyed by  fire  coming  down  from  God  out  of  heaven,  and  they,  too, 
are  then  cast  into  the  lake  of  fire  and  brimstone.  But  this  judg- 
ment, as  well  as  the  resurrection  and  judgment  of  the  righteous  and 
the  wicked,  and  the  heavens  passing  away  with  a  great  noise,  when 
the  elements  shall  melt  in  fervent  heat,  and  the  new  heavens  and 
the  new  earth  be  ushered  in  as  the  future  abode  of  the  blessed, 
belong  not  the  negro's  fate  and  his  white  rascals,  but  to  the  destiny 
of  the  white  man,  who  alone  is  the  son  of  God.  His  destiny  as  a 
wicked  man — his  destiny  as  a  righteous  man  will  be  shown  in  God's 
language  in  our  other  work,  "  The  White  Man,"  now  nearly  ready 
for  the  press.    Till  then,  reader,  we  bid  you  "  good  bye." 

AN  APOLOGY. 

To  those  who  think  the  severe  language  we  have  used  towards 
what  are  called  our  "  learned  men,"  may  seem  improper  and 
uncalled  for  by  any  Christian  writer  of  this  age,  we  say :  that  a  mo- 
ment's thought  will  suffice  to  show  that  Ariel  has  but  followed  the 
examples  set  him  by  John  the  Baptist,  by  our  blessed  Savior,  and 
by  his  apostles,  to  be  found  in  the  New  Testament. 

These  men,  so-called  "  learned,"  are  not  only  blindly  going  to 
perdition  themselves,  but  are  leading  millions  of  their  fellow  beings 
direct  into  that  fire  prepared  for  the  devil  and  his  angels.  It  may 
be  ignorantly,  and  even  innocent  ignorance  if  you  please,  but — but 
will  that  fire  burn  less  intensely  because  you  have  innocently  and 
ignorantly  stepped  your  last  step  into  it  ?  Should  not  the  leaders 
and  the  led  be  brought  to  an  abrupt  stand  still  t  We  think  so. 
Soft  language  has  had  no  effect  in  the  past  sixteen  centuries  in 
making  them  and  their  followers  pause,  nay,  they  are  more  hard- 
ened in  the  ways  of  the  devil  now  than  ever,  and  they  laugh  to 
scorn  soft  words.  To  save  them  (if  possible)  and  their  deluded 
followers  from  endless  perdition  has  alone  dictated  and  controlled 
our  language.    Eeader,  is  this  motive  and  this  apology  worthy  ? 


|HE  following  are  the  Works  of  "Ariel,"  and  can  be  had  of  any  Bookseller  or 


JL  News  Agent  in  the  United  States,  or  by  application  to  Messrs.  Payne,  James 
&  Co.,  Nashville,  Tenn. ;  and  any  letter  addressed  to  "  Ariel"  to  their  care  will 
reach  him.  Remittances  can  be  made  in  Post-office  orders,  or  Bank  checks,  or  by 
express  for  either  of  the  works.    His  first  work  is 


"THE  MRO:  What  is  His  Ettalopal  State?" 


"Is  he  the  p7*ogeny  of  Ham  ?  Is  he  a  descendant  of  A.dam 
a?id  JEJve  ?  Has  he  a  "soul,"  or  is  he  a  beast  in  God's 
nomenclature  ?    What  is  his  status  as  fixed  by 
God  i?i  &%eation?    What  is  his  rela- 
tion to  t7ie  White  "Race?" 

A  Pamphlet  of  forty-eight  pages,  price  25  cents  single  copy  ;  $2.00  per  dozen,  and 
$115.00  per  100.    Sent  by  mail  and  postage  paid. 


HIS  second  work  is  the  same  title  as  above,  but  enlarged  and  extended,  with 
Criticisms  and  Reviews  of  "Ariel's"  Reviewers,  and  an  exhibition  of  the 
"  Learning  of  the  Learned."  . 

This  is  a  work  of  about  200  pages,  price  $1.50  single  copy,  sent  postage  free— with 
the  usual  deduction  to  Booksellers  and  others  buying  to  sell  again. 
Address 
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PAYNE,  JAMES  &  CO., 


NASHVILLE,  TENN. 


Any  letter  for  "  Ariel"  addressed  to  their  care,  will  reach  him  and  command 
his  attention. 


HIS  THIRD  WORK,  NOW  NEARLY  READY*  FOR  THE  PRESS, 

"  THE    WHITE  MAN:" 

"That  He  is  the  Son  of  God,  and  He  alone  can  have  Endless  Life." 

Showing,  1.  That  God's  Word  is  literally  true,  that  in  six  days,  of  twenty- 
four  hours  each,  He  did  make  the  heavens  and  the  earth,  and  "  all  the  hosts 
of  them.*'  2.  That  Moses"  account  of  the  creation,  the  fall  of  man,  and  the 
destruction  of  the  earth  by  a  flood  are  literally  true,  and  will  be  made  to 
appear  so  to  every  intelligent,  candid  man  and  woman.  3.  That  when  God 
spoke  to  man,  he  intended  to  be  understood  literally  as  we  understand  the 
speech  of  each  other.  4.  That  when  God's  Word  is  properly  translated, 
there  is  no  difficulty  in  understanding  it.  5.  That  when  thus  translated,  no 
such  unphilosophical  and  absurd  sentences  as  "  that  the  earth  (a  material 
substance)  was  without  /orm  and  void,"  and  "that  in  the  day  thou  eatest 
thereof  thou  shalt  surely  die,"  and  that  the  word  "  soul,"  as  used  and 
described  in  God's  language,  is  totally  different  from  the  ideas  of  Roman 
Catholics  aud  Protestants  as  now  held  by  them,  and  that  the  Roman  Catholics 
and  Protestants  are  equally  mistaken  in  understanding  the  word  u  sacrifice." 
God's  idea  on  both  these  words  differ  entiiely  from  the  received  views  of  the 
present  age,  as  will  be  seen  by  an  examination  of  their  translations.  6. 
That  the  Hebrew  MSS.  from  which  our  translation  of  the  Old  Testament  is 
made,  has  many  additions,  transpositions  and  omissions  in  them  made  by  the 
copyists,  which  should  have  been  corrected,  and  can  be  easily  and  satisfactorily 
corrected  by  comparing  and  collating  text  with  the  other  MS.  and  versions, 
without  leaving  a  shadow  of  doubt  as  to  what  should  be  the  true  reading. 
7.  That  the  Hebrew  of  Moses  and  the  prophets  was  written  without  punctua- 
tion marks,  and  these  have,  since  the  Christian  era,  been  supplied  by  learned 
Jews,  as  late  a*  the  seventh  century,  and  however  honestly  done,  no  candid 
man  could  expect  them  to  punctuate  so  as  to  contradict  their  faith  in  rejecting 
Jesus  of  Nazareth  as  the  Messiah.  8.  In  many  leading  Hebrew  words, 
meanings  have  been  added  in  our  Lexicons  from  the  Greek  and  Latin  lan- 
guages, and  still  more  recently  in  editions  published  in  the  United  States, 
which  did  not  belong  to  those  words  when  used  by  the  divine  xoriters,  for  these 
languages,  and  especially  the  English,  had  no  existence  or  either  of  them  for 
more  than  thirty  centuries  after  the  events  of  the  Garden  of  Eden.    9.  An 


examination  of  the  "Septuagint"  version  and  its  history  clearly  shows  how 
the  word  nachash,  in  the  third  chapter  of  Genesis,  came  to  be  translated 
serpent,  and  which  is  not  the  proper  translation  of  that  word.  10.  That  God's 
laws  were  given  alone  to  the  white  man,  and  never  intended  by  Him  to  be 
translated  into  any  of  the  languages  of  the  black  or  mixed  races.  11.  That 
the  mixed  bloods  die  out,  become  mules,  in  the  fifth  white  consecutive  cross. 
12.  That  God  never  created  a  mulatto  or  mule  in  this  earth.  13.  That  God 
made  two  separations  of  the  sons  of  Adam:  (1)  from  the  blacks,  or  negroes, 
when  he  divided  and  gave  the  earth  to  the  whites  alone;  (2)  from  the  mulat- 
toes  in  the  family  of  Isaac,  as  both  are  plainly  stated  in  His  word.  14.  That 
the  day  called  "  the  judgment  of  the  great  day  "  must  not  be  confounded 
with  the  "  Resurrection  j  "  there  are  two  of  the  former,  (1)  that  of  the  black 
man,  or  negro,  (2)  that  of  the  white  man,  and  between  these  there  is  a  space 
of  a  "little  season,"  over  one  thousand  years,  and  both  take  place  on  this 
earth  before  it  is  burned  up.  15.  The  lake  of  fire  is  to  be  on  this  earth,  and 
into  which  "  death  and  hell "  (Hades)  are  to  be  cast,  which  is  the  second 
death.  16.  The  beast,  the  false  prophet,  the  devil  and  satan,  and  all  the 
wicked  are  cast  into  this  lake  of  fire  burning  with  brimstone,  before  the  new 
heaven  and  earth  are  brought  into  existence,  as  the  future  abode  of  the 
righteous.  17.  The  plain  meaning  of  the  words,  at  the  time  they  were  used 
by  the  divine  writers,  literally  understood,  forces  the  conviction  on  every 
candid  man  of  the  truth  of  these  propositions.  18.  The  great  error  made  by 
the  learned  in  translating,  by  one  word,  man,  the  various  Hebrew  words  by 
which  the  white  man,  the  negro  and  the  mulattoes  are  designated,  is  most 
grossly  wrong,  and  perverts  God's  word.  19.  That  the  received  idea  by  all 
Christians,  that  the  mind,  the  reasoning  faculties  in  man,  is  the  "soul,"  and 
never  dies,  is  wrong  and  grossly  false,  and  is  entertained  from  no  want  of 
clearness  and  precision  in  the  Hebrew  language  in  describing  what  God  calls 
the  "  soul."  The  mind,  held  in  common  by  the  white  man  and  the  negro,  God 
eursed  in  the  latter,  but  not  in  the  former.  The  various  names  of  the  Deity 
explained,  and  why  given  or  bestowed,  &c. 

This  will  make  a  work  of  about  400  pages,  and  will  be  furnished  to  Book- 
sellers and  others  on  application  to 

F-A>1T£TE,  JAMES  &  CO., 

NASHYILLE,  TEINTIV., 

As  soon  as  out  of  the  Press. 


